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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue question whether Court of Appeal, No. 1, will take Chan- 
cery appeals during the ensuing circuits is under consideration, but 
no decision has yet been arrived at. 





In consrquence of serious and long-continued illness, Mr. 
Mentvate, the Senior Chancery Registrar, has retired from that 
post. Mr. Merivate was appointed a registrar of the Court of 
Chancery in 1854, and became senior registrar on the retirement of 
Mr. Larnam. 





THE SENIOR PRINCIPAL CLERK to the Chancery Registrars, next in 
succession to fill the post of registrar, rendered vacant by the re- 
tirement of Mr. Merrvatr, is Mr. R. H. W. Leacu, the son of a 
former senior registrar. 





AT THE TIME, previous to the Long Vacation of 1884, when an 
Order in Council waa issued prescribing that the Long Vacation 
should commence on the 13th of August and terminate on the 
23rd of October, a very general opinion was expressed that, if the 
number of days on which the courts sit were to be increased, that 
increase should be added to the beginning of Michaelmas Sittings, 
and not to the end of Trinity Sittings. The reasons for this 
principally consisted of two—the one that it is not pleasant to 
be in court during the dog-days, and the other that, when 
autumnal weather begins to come round, professional men are 
more willing to return to town than they are to stay there in 
August. If the authorities have any intention of falling in with 
this view, the time for them to take action is fast approaching. 
When the circuits have been settled and other arrangements have 
been fixed for the whole of Trinity Sittings, it will be too late, or 
at least extremely inconvenient, to make the change. An Order 
in Council which directed that the Long Vacation should commence 
on the Ist of August and terminate on the 12th of October 
would, we believe, be hailed with satisfaction by the majority of 
the hard workers in the profession. 





THERE APPEARS to be an unaccountable delay on the part of the 
authorities in issuing the promised revised scale of solicitors’ charges 
under the Bankruptcy Act. That the scale now in existence, as 
interpreted by the bankruptcy taxing masters of the High Court, 
does not remunerate solicitors for the work necessarily done by 
them, no one now disputes. In justice to the profession, and in 
the interests of the well working of the Act itself, therefore, no 
time ought to have been lost in issuing a fresh scale of 
charges dealing with the question in a fair and equitable 
spirit, and we think there are good grounds for complaint at the 
delay in issuing such a scale. The chief complaint made by solicitors 
on the taxation of costs upon a petition has been the total disallow- 
ance of any charges after the making of a receiving order by the 
court, although the solicitor is practically bound to attend court on 
the public examination of the debtor, and in many cases to do a 
number of necessary acts, such as giving notice of the proceedings, 
as well as to attend the official receiver for the purpose of giving 
him information, without which that official, in many cases, would 
be ries args at sea in the performance of his duties. “Why these 
charges should have been disallowed, even under the present scale, 
we have never been able to understand; for, in our view, the General 
Rules at the end of the scale of costs are wide enough in their 
phraseology to include charges for work such as we have mentioned. 





This, too, was the view taken, in the first instance, by the registrars 
of many county courts throughout the country, but, on appeal by 
the Board of Trade, all these charges were taxed off, and solicitors 
were allowed only the bare charges included in the scale up to the 
making of the receiving order. The Act has unquestionably been 
conceived in a spirit of the utmost hostility to the profession, and 
we are continually experiencing fresh evidences of this fact. Even 
the little monopoly formerly given to solicitors of being able to 
appear for creditors on the public examination of a debtor, has had 
to be shared with any and every member of the public who may 
get an authority in writing from a creditor to appear for him ; and, 
as was decided by the Court of Appeal in the case of The Queen v. 
The Registrar of the Greenwich County Court, reported last week 
(ante, p. 471), solicitors have not even the advantage of being able 
to appear in the usual way upon an ordinary verbal retainer, but 
can only do so in the same way as any other agent, by producing 
the written authority of the client. 





A CORRESPONDENT sends us an interesting letter on the construc- 
tion of part 2 of schedule 1 of the Remuneration Order, in support 
of the view that the scale fee should be applicable both to an agree- 
ment for a lease and also to a lease subsequently prepared in pur- 
suance of the agreement. We fear, however, that there is not 
much chance of our correspondent’s view being adopted. Rule 2 
(b.), no doubt, provides that, “in respect of leases amp agree- 
ments for leases . . the remuneration of the solicitor having 
the conduct of the business is to be that prescribed in part 2 of 
schedule 1” ; and part 2 of schedule 1 is headed “‘ Scale of Charges 
as to Leases on Agreements for Leases at a Rack Rent,” but, un- 
fortunately, it only provides a scale fee for ‘‘ Lessor’s solicitor for 
preparing, settling, and completing lease and counterpart.” The 
taxing masters, in a memorandum issued in 1883, laid it down that 
the lessor’s solicitor, where there is first an agreement and subse- 
quently a lease, is not entitled to commission on both; and there 
will be found in the useful Digest of the Remuneration Order, 
published by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, an 
opinion of Mr. WotstenHoime, to the effect that where there is an 
agreement for a lease, followed by a iease, the solicitor for the lessor 
should be paid for the preparation of the agreement under schedule 
2 and of the lease by scale under schedule 1, part 2. Where the 
agreement schedules the form of lease, and the lease is subse- 
quently granted, the council advised, in 1883, that the solicitor 
for the lessor should be paid for the preparation of the agreement 
and drawing and copying the scheduled form of lease, under 
schedule 2, and that, when the lease is granted, it should be paid 
for according to the scale in schedule 1, part 2; but a deduction 
should be made of whatever was previously paid in respect of the 
scheduled form of lease. The reasons given for the decision in 
In re Hickley and Steward (ante, p. 222), indicate a different 
view, but the point was not expressly decided in that case. 





Ir THERE Is ANY ToPIC which we should have supposed to be 
still preserved in something like general remembrance amid the 
universal neglect of real property law, it is the subject of coven- 
ants which at law run with the land. The aspect of some of 
the judgments delivered by the Court of Ap in the case of 
Ansterberry v. The Corporation of Oldham, of which we give a 
report in another column, would seem to show that this subject 
has suffered not a little from the ravages of time. The material 
circumstances were as follow :—About fifty = ago a deed of 
trust was executed, containing provisions for ning in repair a 
new road — was then an ges omen Von Pat bar 
from neighbouring owners, for the purpose of making the 4 
the trustees of the deed, who covenanted to fence off the onbai 
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keep it in repair. These repairs were to be effected out of certain 
tolls to be taken by the trustees. The road was duly made, and 
houses were built at the sides. Subsequently the plaintiff 
became owner by purchase of the estate of one of the original 
vendors; and the Corporation of Oldham became owners by pur- 
chase, under the statutory powers contained in a local Act of 
Parliament, of the road. The Act under which the purchase of 
the road was made extinguished the right to take the tolls out of 
which the road had hitherto been repaired. It being necessary 
to have recourse to some other means of repairing the road, the 
corporation resolved to enforce against the owners of the adjoining 
lands the powers of the Public Health Act, 1875, and to compel 
them to bear the expense of the necessary repairs. The plaintiff, 
as owner of the estate of one of the original vendors above men- 
tioned, brought the present action, on behalf of himself and the 
other neighbouring owners, claiming (inéer alia) a declaration that 
the corporation (who had purchased the site of the road with full 
notice of the covenants of their predecessors in title) were bound 
to keep the road in repair themselves. The Court of Appeal, a 
few days ago, decided against the plaintiff's claim, upon the ground 
that the covenant did not, at law, ‘‘run with the land.” We 
have not a word to say against the decision, though we could wish 
that the reasons in its favour (which are so ample that we can 
hardly account for such a case having been brought into court) 
had been stated a little more clearly. Lord Justice Corron seems 
to have done nothing worse than to miss a fine opportunity for 
delivering a valuable exposition of the law. Lord Justice Lrvptey 
is reported to have expressed the opinion that ‘‘ unless a covenant, 
properly construed, amounted to a grant of either an easement 
or a rent-charge, or some estate or interest in the land,” it 
would not, at law, run with the land for the purpose of 
imposing a burden upon the land. Probably his lordship re- 
ferred to land held for a fee simple; and we have nothing to 
say against the proposition that the burden of a covenant will 
never run with land held for a fee simple, as against the successive 
owners by purchase of the fee; but we cannot see what is gained 
by obscuring this simple proposition with remarks about “ease- 
mentz,” “‘ rent-charges,” ‘“‘ estates,” and “interests ’’—which seem 
to have no more to do with the subject of covenants running with the 
land than with the law of remitter or the doctrine of scintilla juris. 
Lord Justice Fux, though he concurred in the decision, seems to 
have inclined to the opinion that the covenant in qnestion did “run 
with the land,” in the sense that the benefit of the covenant would 
run with the land of the covenantee—a proposition which, at least, 
contains food for serious digestive cogitation. 





Tue ereect of the decision of the Divisional Court, sitting in 
bankruptey, given on Wednesday last in the case of Re Hewitt, is 
in the opposite direction to that of the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal, delivered last week, in Parker v. Parker. The result of 
the decision in Re Hewitt was to frustrate an attempted exercise 
of a power of a decidedly exceptionable character on the part of an 
official receiver. An order had been obtained for the administra 
tion of the estate of the deceased, who had died insolvent, under 
section 125 of the Act. On the application of the official receiver 
the county court judge had made an order, on the strength of rule 
56 of the Bankruptcy Rules, for the attendance of the wife, who 
was the executrix of the deceased, and of the son of the deceased, 
before the court for the purpose of being examined on oath. The 
wife and son did not comply with this order, and the county court 
judge made an order for their committal. Against this order these 
patties appealed. The contention of counsel for the respondents, 
the Board of Trade, was that rule 58 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules, which reproduces: R. 8. C., ord. 37, r. 5, gives a 
general power to the court to order the attendance of witnesses for 
examination upon oath, and that section 27 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, which deals with discovery of the debtor's property, applies 
to t in bankruptcy under section 125. The court 
held that section 27 did not apply to proceedings under section 125, 
aud that the court only possessed a general power of ordering the 
attendance of witnesses when some litigation was ectuall in 
progress. It may be that, in order to promote the efficient working 
of the the sections regulating the powers of official receivers 


extremely strained construction of the Act and Rules, in order to 
invest official receivers with powers which, we may safely say, the 
Legislature never intended to give them. 








THE CUSTOM OF THE STOCK EXCHANGE 
WITH REGARD TO THE SALE OF BANK 
SHARES. 


Tue cases of Seymour v. Bridge (L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 460) and 
Perry v. Barnett (L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 467) raised points of 
considerable interest and importance with regard to the law 
of principal and agent. In each case the action was by a stock- 
broker, -who, being instructed to buy shares in the Oriental 
Bank upon the Stock Exchange for his principal, had made a 
contract for the purchase of such shares which was void for 
non-compliance with Leeman’s Act; and who, having, notwith- 
standing the repudiation by his principal of the contract before 
the settling day, proceeded to complete such contract and pay the 
purchase-money, sought to recover the amount so paid from his 
principal. In the one case it was held that the stockbroker could 
recover ; in the other that he could not. The distinction relied on 
by Grove, J., in the later of the two cases (Perry v. Barnett) was 
that the principal in that case was not aware of the custom of the 
Stock Exchange, by which the purchasing broker is rendered liable, 
through the machinery of the Stock Exchange rules, to carry out 
the contract, notwithstanding the fact that it is legally void for 
not specifying the numbers of the shares; whereas, in the former 
case, the judge (Mathew, J.) held that the defendant either knew 
or must be taken to have known of the custom. 

It is rather difficult, upon the facts of the two cases, to feel 
satisfied with the distinction so drawn. It was proved in Seymour 
v. Bridge, no doubt, that the defendant had had frequent dealings 
in _ Shares before through the plaintiff, and had always 
received contract notes which did not comply with Leeman’s Act ; 
and Mathew, J., seems to have laid some stress on this circumstance 
in giving judgment to the effect that the defendant must be 
considered to have authorized the plaintiff to make the contract as 
he did, and consequently to have undertaken to indemnify him 
against the liability arising therefrom; but he distinctly held, as 
we read his judgment, that this was so, even although the defend- 
ant did not know of Leeman’s Act or the custom of the Stock 
Exchange. The learned judge seems to have been very much dis- 
posed to suspect that the defendant had a stronger inkling of the 
customs of .the Stock Exchange than he would admit; but, as we 
understand the express terms of the judgment, it does not depend 
on the defendant’s knowledge of the custom of the Stock Exchange. 
The difference, we believe, between the two cases on the facts will 
be found to consist simply in the fact that, in the one case, the 
defendant had had many similar transactions previously, whereas, 
in the other case, he had had only one similar transaction previously. 
We cannot say that we think that this difference affords ground 
for any very substantia] distinction between the two cases. 

An authority that was much discussed and relied upon in the 
course of the argument in both cases is Read v. Anderson ( 32 
W. R. 950, L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 779). In that case it was held, in 
the Court of Appeal, by Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., Brett, M.R., dis- 
senting, that a man who had instructed a betting agent to make a 
bet for him could not, by repudiating the bet before pomet. 
escape the liability to repay to the agent the amount paid by him 
in pursuance of the bet. A distinction, however, was suggested 
between that case and the cases in question—viz., that the principal 
must, in the case of a bet, be supposed to know that a wagering 
contract is void, and only gives rise to a debt of honour, and, 
therefore, the authority given was to effect a contract not binding 
in law ; whereas the stockbroker’s employer, if he knew nothing 
about Leeman’s Act and the custom of the Stock Exchange, must 
be considered to have employed the broker to effect a legully-bind- 
ing contract. It does seem to us that there isa considerable differ- 
ence between the cases in that respect. It is common knowledge 
that a wager is void ; but in the case of bank shares it is perfectly 
ible to effect a legal contract, though it is the practice of the 
k Exchange to disregard Leeman’s Act, it being practically 
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The general principle seems perfectly clear that, as between 
principal and agent, the principal is bound to indemnify the agent 
against the consequences of his having pursued the authority 
given, subject, of course, to the qualification that the acts author- 
ized must be lawful, and the consequences their natural conse- 
quences, and not too remote. Ifa man employs another man to 
represent and act for him, he must stand in his shoes with — 
to responsibility. The question in this ¢lass of cases, therefore, 
comes to be what was the authority given ; for to see whether it 
has been pursued it is. necessary to know what it was. Now, 
when we are dealing with the complex developments of modern 
life and business it is impossible to determine the nature and 
extent of many contracts, including contracts between principal 
and agent, only with reference to what is actually expressed 
between the parties. Business could not, under existing conditions, 
be carried on upon those terms. Every extensive business will 
have its own history and traditions, its own usages and understand- 
ings, which have developed by degrees, which are more or less 
aceurately defined and known to the persons employed in the 
business, and which are impliedly referred to in the transactions 
effected between such persons. It seems to us obvious justice and 
good sense that a person taking advantage of the facilities afforded 
by the existence of the particular system of business or the par- 
ticular market, as it is generally called, for the purpose of effect- 
ing a transaction, ought to be as much bound by its usages as if he 
were a person familiar with that particular system of business or 
market. Otherwise gross injustice would constantly arise. Limi- 
tations of this doctrine there must, of course, be, and they may be 
expressed in different ways—for instance, such as that the usage 
must be reasonable to affect an outsider; that it must not change 
the intrinsic character of the contract, and so forth. 

Now, in the cases under discussion the usage of the market, 
with regard to the mode in which transactions in bank shares were 
there effected, seems to have come to this—viz., that, it having 
been found that to comply with Leeman’s Act was practically 
incompatible with the existence of a ready sale for bank shares, 
the established usage was to make a contract which was not 
binding at law upon anybody, but which could not be said to be 
a nullity in effect, because practically it was enforceable as against 
the respective members of the house between whom it was made, 
through the peculiar system adopted by the Stock Exchange with 
regard to defaulters. The important question raised, by these 
cases seems to us to be whether, where the principal is ignorant 
of such an usage, the authority given by him must be taken to 
be given with reference to it, or whether the usage is so unreason- 
able, or so far alters the intrinsic character of the contract 
contemplated by the authority given, that the principal is not 
bound by it, and, consequently, the authority given not having 
been pursued, the obligation to indemnify does not arise. 

We cannot say that we think this question very easy of 
solution, and it seems to us that it will require a good deal more 
threshing out than it has yet received before it can be considered 
as definitively settled. On the one hand, it certainly is a strong 
thing to say that a person giving an authority to effect a contract 
in a particular market must be taken to contemplate that a 
contract altogether void in law may be effected. On the other 
hand, if a man chooses to go blindly and take advantage of the 
machinery afforded by such an institution as the Stock Exchange, 
may not the real justice of the case be that, when he says to a 
broker, ‘Make a contract for me,’ he must be taken to mean, 
‘Make a contract for me in the way and with the incidents in and 
with which such contracts are usually made upon the Stock 
Exchange’? An outsider, though he does not know the rules of 
the Stock Exchange, must know—or ought, in reason, to con- 
template—the probability that there is a complex system of rules 
and business customs prevailing in such a market; and if, having 
regard to the impracticability of complying with Leeman’s Act 
consistently with the exigencies of business, those dealing in that 
market have arrived at the conclusion that transactions in bank 
shares are, practically speaking, more satisfactorily effectuated b 
disregarding the Act and effecting contracts enforceable only retin 4 
the private laws of the Stock Exchange, is that such an unreason- 
able usage that the party who blindly takes the benefit of the 
machinery of the Stock Exchange, without which probably he 


would have no opportunity of effecting such a transaction at all, | of 
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principal ought to be held liable in such cases. 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


II.—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 





SHarpP PRACTICE. 
Wuen Mr. Perker, = pop speees 4 rene: ths a hi = 2 
solicitor, is represen in i i Papers as gi 
mirthful ression at intervals to a certain kind of i 
admiration for the practices of Messrs. Dodson & , & false 
note is struck. Admiration may, no doubt, be by the 


exhibition of su ae ny Pane yes burglary and 
embezzlement, but the attitude of all right-minded solicitors towards 
the mode of conducting business which goes by the name of sharp 
practice is one of uncompromising Pp ete disgust. 

It is not easy to give a definition o constitutes sharp practice, 
though the words convey # volume of meaning to a solicitor of 
experience. It is of necessity almost entirel d . 
certainly seen in its worst form in, the conduct of contentious business ; 
and it may, perhaps, in general terms be best described as a habit of 
doing professionally acts which, although not in themselves necessarily 
unla or even improper, yet, when in connection with existing 
circumstances, or with express or implied representations accompany; 
them, are deserving of reprobation in greater or les degree according 
to the facts of the i case. This definition t be 
by examples sufficiently Tingle ele to +t ——— it will suffice 
for our purpose to give a single elemen one, as same 
is to be Sound at the root of all. .A writ is issued and served 
recovery of a debt. ‘The debtor does not instruct a solicitor, 
to put in an appearance on the last day available to him for 
but on that day a communication is received from higs®F the 
solicitor to the effect that on the following day, at twelve o 
will attend and pay the debt and costs; and there is every reas 
nists logal rights that, notwithstanding this commusication, 

laintiff’s ights that, notwi i is communica a, 
solicitor Shell at eleven o'clock on the following morning, judg- 
ment and issue execution, but it would be most decidedly sharp 
practice to do so. _ : 

In the example which we have supposed the act of signing judgment 
and issuing execution must be traceable Ae wath mite 
must either be done to please a revengeful client, or costs 
the solicitor’s : red this leads us to the observation 
that the _—, ww 4 ‘Sanat 
always places hi in tha 
own personal gain, although it is commonly assumed 
he does. Some clients -require of their solicitors t 
commit acts of sharp practice. Some solicitors, 
impetus, allow themselves to be carried over the boundary 
sheer excess of zeal, or by irritation against wre game Bow A 
some real or fancied cause of complaint. Where pressure 
from the client it should, of course, be stoutly resisted at 
costs, ait ay ) iy pee 
will not generally lose in e end by his 
in doing so, even in the graces of that particular 
are fain to admit that some allowance—not a 
some—may be made for 
fperhnps case. “mt eg sty 

aps one of his very portant clients) is 

_ his grasp, in the belief 
client’s moral code, seem e are 
allowed to interfere with the strict letter of bis right, must 
condemned without a recommendation to mercy if not 
rise nobly to the occasion, but seeks to 
reflection that, after all, he is but the t of 
Nevertheless, his trae—and even from a 

int of view his best—rule of conduct must 
es an honourable gentleman and a member of a 
which he owes an obli to preserve a stainless name, be the im- 
mediate consequences what the an 
harbour of refuge in the 
form of duress 
We can find only 
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citor for a moment to violate. And, in, so far as any real or 
fancied grievance against an opposing solicitor may be concerned, it 
is an elementary rule of morals that two wrongs do not make a right. 
If A. steals B.’s watch he will justly get little sympathy if B. returns 
the compliment in kind, but this mode of retaliation will not redound 
to the glory or credit of B. Such propositions as these would not 
ire statement if it were not that the Jex talionis is often gravely 

tt forward as a sufficient vindication of unworthy professional con- 

uct. 

There remains, lastly, the most despicable of all motives which can 
influence acts of sharp practice—a desire to manufacture costs. There 
is really nothing to be said about this. It lies beyond the reach of 
argument, and can only be designated as downright, irredeemable 
dishonesty of the meanest character. 

It may not be unprofitable before quitting this unsavoury subject 
to say 2 few words as to the gains and losses which may be reckoned 
up with tolerable confidence as the result of resorting to sharp prac- 
tice. 

The gains must necessarily vary according to particular circum- 
stances, but it may be said of them generally that they are usually 
of a petty and insignificant kind. When the object aimed at is of 
really serious importance, means will generally be found of curing 
the mischief, and it is needless to say that the court’s arm will be 
stretched out to its widest extent to prevent injustice from being done 
as the result of taking an unfair advantage of an opponent. ‘The 
t of the transaction will, for the most part, take the material 
of a few pounds ae shillings, or the less tangible shape of anger 
gratified or burning appeased. 
are coe ce The solicitor who lends himself habitu- 
ally to sharp practices becomes a scorn and bye-word to his brethren, 
and although he may succeed in preventing a layman here and there, 
by reason of technical ignorance, from grasping all that is involved 
in some improper proceeding, it is certain that his reputation and 
character will sink to a very low ebb outside as well as inside the 
profession. He may attract an inferior and, for the most part, very 
objectionable class of clients, he may even carry on a money- ing 
business, but none the less will he be branded as a man who, by his 
misconduct, has deliberately forfeited the esteem and respect of his 
fellows, and degraded an honourable profession. When other soli- 
citors come into contact with him they will not scruple to show at 
every turn that they profoundly distrust him. Where a verbal 


against his name. Counsel of respectable ition will shun his 
=o will be a legal Ishmaelite. ake aon all direct pro- 
i consequences. Is it rash to conjecture that there may be 
added to them many moments of bitter mortification and humiliation 
the mind is now and again brought by some chance incident, 
reflection that will not be smothered, to realize fully the descent 
of truth, honour, and right dealing to the mire in 
i man of sharp practice picks his dishonoured way ? 

If the sharp practitioner would but seriously compare these gains 
losses, and strike the balance between them, and if every young 
solicitor entering into practice would keep steadily before him the 
same debtor and creditor account, an immense step would be gained 
towards the purification of the profession from individual instances of 
misconduct which the hasty judgment of the thoughtless and un- 
reflecting is only too apt to accept as typical of the general body. 
And not so, but in the conduct of contentious business the 
solicitor w: be spared the necessity of measuring nicely, by the 
i character borne by his opponent, the degree in which he 
at liberty to repose confidence in him. Such views as these 
Utopian, and it must, indeed, be freely confessed that 
as little exempt, and as little likely to become exempt, 

frailties as o men. But it is surely not the 
i bold up on all occasions the highest possible standard of 
a aa morality a3 the worthiest object of ambition for solicitors 
individually and collectively. The solicitor is 4 gentleman by 
Act of Parliament. What is it to 2 a gentleman? Thackeray asked 
that inking. ‘ay = er himself in terms which might, to 
oar thinking. be incorporated as an interpretation clause in the 

Act of Parliament iteclf. “It is to have lofty sims; to lead 
life; to keep your honour virgin; to have the esteem of your fellow- 
Citizens ; to bear good fortune meekly ; to suffer evil with constancy ; 

and through evil or good to maintain truth always.” 








4 in the House of Commons, Mr. W. ¥., Forster asked 
whether the definition of the term 

ition with regard to stamp duties included a 

. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said, in 

ae re secariticn transterable to bearer 

7. 





REVIEWS. 


THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS ACT. 

THE AGRICULTURAL Hotpinas Act, 1883, AND OTHER STATUTEs, 
By J. M. LE ty, -. and E. R. PEARCcE-EDGOUMBE, Esgq., 
Barristers-at-Law. COND Epirion. W. Clowes & Sons 

is book seemed to us, when it appeared, by far the most careful, 
as it was certainly the most elaborate, of the numerous treatises on 
the Act of 1883; and use in practice has not led us to alter our 
opinion. At the same time there were points almost necessarily left 
in doubt as to the construction of some of the provisions of the Act 
upon which we should have been glad if the authors, in a new 
edition, could have arrived at some more definite opinion. There have, 
it is true, been hardly any reported cases on the English Act, and we 
presume, from the absence of material alterations in the notes to 
which we refer, that, after consideration, the authors have not seen 
their way to a solution of the difficulties. They have made very few 
alterations in, or additions to, their notes. The Act of 1883, and the 
annotations, occupy, in fact, exactly the same number of pages as in 
the previous edition. We observe, however, that there has been added 
to the notes on section 5 a suggestion that ‘it may, perhaps, be 
taken that any agreement under which a tenant is entitled to receive 
compensation upon the basis of the scales prepared by the chamber of 
agriculture of the district in which his farm is situated, will be held 
to be prima facie fair and reasonable ”’—i.e., for the purpose of sub- 
stituted compensation. If the authors mean that the referees, in 
deciding on the fairness and reasonableness of the compensation re- 
served by a “‘ particular agreement in writing,” will take as their 
guide the scale prepared by the local chamber of agriculture, we 
agree that this is almost certain to be the case; and if care is taken 
to represent fairly both landlords and tenants on the committee in- 
trusted with the framing of the scales, no hardship can result from 
this practice; while it has the advantage of enabling the parties toa 
lease to ascertain beforehand what provisions may be effectually 
inserted in the lease by way of substituted compensation. The authors 
print in the appendix the scales which have been framed by a con- 
siderable number of chambers of agriculture—all, indeed, as they 
state, which had been formulated up to the date of publication. 

This is an excellent new feature of the work. Eleven new precedents 

of leases and yearly tenancies have also been added to the forms. 

Such of these as have been settled since the commencement, or with 

reference to, the Act of 1883, will be exceedingly useful for reference. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


“IN RE FIELD” ee, . 488\—REMUNERATION ORDER, 
SCHEDULE I., PART II. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—The question considered in this case seems to have been only 
whether journeys, attendances, &c., coming under the head of 
negotiations for a lease, can be charged for in addition to the scale 
fee. The point whether the preparation of an actual written agree- 
ment can be charged for, and, if so, in what way, does not seem to 
have been decided, though there appears, in fact, to have been a 
written agreement in that case. 

If an agreement cannot be charged for, what is the meaning of the 
words in the heading of schedule 1, a ae 2, of the Remuneration Order, 
“* Scale of Charges as to Leases or Agreements for Leases” ? 

It can hardly be intended that, in cases where there is a written 
agreement, the charge for it is to be included in the charge for the 


If this is so, what is to happen if the lessee, having a formal agree- 
ment, is content (as often happens) to hold under it, and never takes 
up his lease ? 

Is the solicitor never to be paid, or, if he is paid for the agreement 
and is afterwards called upon to prepare a lease, upon what system is 
he to be paid for that ? 

Again, suppose a lessor agrees with a lessee that, on the latter 
laying out £1,000 in rebuilding premises within a year, a lease shall 
be granted, is the lessor’s solicitor to wait till the expiration of the 
year before getting anything? Suppose the lessor changes his 
solicitor, so that one solicitor prrnerte the agreenfént and another the 
lease, what is to happen then 

I believe the meaning of the schedule is that a lease, or an agree- 
ment for a lease, is to oes for according to the scale, and that, if 
# solicitor prepares a written t and afterwards prepares a 
lease, he is entitled to two fees of similar amount, one for the agree- 
ment, the other for the lease. 

To hold otherwise is to refuse to give effect to the words of the 
schedule, and to introduce all sorta of difficulties, 

Of course, journeys and negotiations would be included in the fee 
either for the lease or the agreement, as the case may be. O. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Wut1—Constructiox—Exxrcutor—ConpiTionaL Lecacy.—In a case of 
Barber v. Tebbitt, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 19th inst., 
there was a question whether an executor who did not act was entitled to 
a legacy bequeathed to him by the testator. By the will the testator 
bequeathed £1,000 to J., and, after making other bequests, he bequeathed 
£300 to his executor T. And he, at the end of the will, appointed J. and 
T. trustees and executors of his will. By a codicil he bequeathed to O., 
solicitor, £200, and he appointed O. to be an executor and trustee of his 
will, in addition to those named in the will. In all other respects he 
confirmed his will. O. did not act as executor. The Court of Appeal 
(Corron, LinpLey, and Fry, L.JJ.), affirming the decision of Chitty, J. 
(28 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 563), held that the legacy to O. was conditional 
upon his acting as executor, and that, as he had not acted, he was not 
entitled to it.—CounsrL, Whitehorne, Q.C., and Badcock ; Ince, Q.C., and 
Hamilton Humphreys. Soxricrrors, W. H. Crowder ; Johnson § Weatheralis. 





Wri1—Constrvction—‘‘ Survrvine.”’—In a case of Benn v. Benn, before 
the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 18th inst., there was a question as to 
the construction of the word “‘ surviving’ in a will. The testator devised 
real estate to trustees, upon trust to the use of his son C. for his life, and, 
after his death, to the use of all and every his children, their several and 
respective heirs and assigns, as tenants in common. And the testator 
declared that, in case = or either of his sons or daughters should die 
without leaving any children or child him, her, or them surviving, then 
he gave, devised, and bequeathed the several estates and interests to which 
their children or child respectively would have been entitled under his will 
(if living) unto his ‘‘ surviving” sons and daughters, for their respective 
lives, and, after their deceases respectively, then he gave their respective 
shares unto their several and respective children, their heirs, executcrs, 
administrators, and assigns. The son C. survived the testator, and died 
without children. Several other children of the testator who survived him 
died in the lifetime of C., leaving children who survived C. The question 
was whether these children of deceased children of the testator were 
entitled to share in the estate of which C. had been tenant for life (the word 
‘surviving ”’ in the gift to the testator’s ‘‘ surviving sons and daughters’”’ 
being read ‘‘ other’’), or whether only those sons and daughters of the 
testator who survived C. and their children were entitled to the estate. 
It was contended that the gift to the children of surviving sons and 
daughters of the testator showed an intention to benefit the families of 
the sons and daughters as well as themselves, and that it was sufficient if 
the stirps was surviving at the death of C. The court (Corron, Linptey, 
and Fry, L.JJ.), affirming the decision of Kay, J., held that the word 
‘surviving’? was to be construed literally, and that only those children 
of the testator who survived C., and their children, were entitled to the 
property.—Counsg., Robinson, Q.C., and Langworthy ; Pearson, Q.C., aad 
Vaughan Hawkins ; Hastings, Q.C., and Mulligan; Kekewich, Q.C., and 
E. 8. Ford; Sir A. T. Watson; Eastwick. Sourcrrons, H. ‘A. Graham ; 
Wright § Pilley ; Patey ¢ Warren; Hedges ¢ Brandreth ; Abbott. 


Executor—Reramner.—In a case of Hatherley v. Dunning, before the 
Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 18th inst., there was a question as to an 
executor’s right of retainer. By a settlement made on the marriage of 
D., certain interests to which the wife was entitled under the will of her 
father in his personal estate were vested in trustees, upon trust to pay the 
income to her for her life, for her se use, and after her death to pay 
the income to D. for his life, and, the death of the survivor, on trust 
for the children of the marriage. D. was one of the trustees and 
executors of the father’s will. D. was afterwards allowed by the trustees 
of the settlement to receive the proceeds of sale of part of the trust fund 
which was in their hands, and he, as trustee and executor of the father's 
will, received the remainder of the trust fund. In both cases he applied the 
moneys to his own pu . D. died before his wife, having by his 
will given all his property to her and appointed her his sole executrix. She 
proved the wiil. An action to adm his estate was brought by a 
creditor, and judgment for administration was unced. In this 
action the widow claimed to prove for the value of her life interest under 
the settlement, and her children claimed to prove for the value of their 
reversionary interests. Pearson, J., admi these claims for the value 
of the trust funds at D.’s death, and held that the widow had a 
right of retainer in respect of them both, and that, as to the children, she 
was bound to exercise the right, they requiring her to do so. And he 
held that the sum retained must be paid to the trustees of the settlement. 
The Court of Appeal (Corron, Lanviay, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the 
trustees of the settlement, who had the legal right to ve the sums in 
question, which the widow, as executrix, to pay, were the —— to 
prove, and that there was no right of retainer. The case was not Sander 
V. Heathfield (L. R. 19 Eq. 21) in which it was held thatthe admistrator of a 
sole trustee, who had died insolvent, had a right of retainer in of 
adebt due by the trustee to the trust estate, and that he was 
to exercise it for the benefit of cestuis que trust, if required by them to do 
so. The right of retainer ought not to be extended. 

The children also claimed against the estate of D, for moneys to which 


| were entitled as rosiduary legatees under the will of B., of which 
will D. was one of the trustees. Those manage he had received, and 
in breach of trust applied to his own purposes, In 

J., held that the 


this case also Pearson, 
ow had a right of retainer which she was bound to 





exercise on behalf of her children. The Court or Appzat held that there 
was no such right, and that the surviving trustees of B.’s will were the 
ee ee eT ee of these — 

jOUNSEL, Everitt, Q.C., and Dauney ; John Cutler ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
and 7. H. Robertson. Sourcrrons, Shoubridge § May ; A. BE. Copp; Frere ¢ 
Co. 





Venpor AND PurcnasER—CovVENANT RUNNING wiTH Lanp—. 
Covenant—CovENANT TO KEEP RoapD IN arr.—In a case of A 
v. The Corporation of Oldham, before.the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 
11th inst., an important question arose as to a covenant running the 
land. On the 3rd of March, 1837, a deed of trust was executed which 
contained provisions for making a road from H. to L., within the limits 
of the borough of Oldham, in accordance with a specification referred to 
in the deed, for ever afterwards maintaining the road in good repair out 
of moneys subscribed and to be received from tolls paid in of 
traffic passing through toll gates on the road. On the 8th of 1837, 
the then owner of an estate, called M., sold and conveyed to the trus- 
tees of the deed of trust, in fee, a plot of land forming part of M. for the 
purpose of their converting the plot into part of the intended line of road. 
And each of the trustees thereby covenanted, for himself, his heirs 
assigns, with the vendor, his heirs, and assigns, t 
heirs and assigns, or some or one of them, would, within three years, 
form and fence off the plot into a road to form part of the intended road, 
and in like manner form the remainder of the intended road according to 
the specification referred to in the deed of trust, and that i 
road should, after the expiration of the term of three years (subject to such 
tolls as might be from time to time fixed by th 
assigns), be used by the public, and for ever 
used as and for a road for the use of the public poe: ge aforesaid) ; 
also that the trustees, their heirs and assigns, id, i i 
and at all times, and at all times thereafter, keep and maintain the 
in good repair and condition. Other owners of lands adjoining the 
of the intended road in the same way conveyed other plots of land to 
trustees for the of the road, and the road was constructed accord- 
ing to the specification, and was kept in repair by the trustees by means 
of moneys received by way of toll for traffic passing over the road. The 
owners of the lands through which the road passed nes the ies 
the parts of their lands which adjoined the road. In 1868 the tiff 
became, by purchase, the owner of the estate called M. At the time of 
his purchase he had notice of the conveyances relating to the road. In 
1880, the Corporation of Oldham, under statutory powers, the 
road and the right of levying tolls in respect of the use of it. Act which 
empowered them to make the purchase provided that, on the road vesting in 
them, the right of levying tolls shouid be extinguished. After their purchase 
of the road, the corporation attempted to put in force against the owners of © 
lands —s the road the powers of the Public Health Act, 1875, to 
compel those owners to pay the cost of putting the road in good repair. 
The plaintiff brought this action, on behalf of himself 
of property fronting and adjoining the road, against the corporation and the 
then trustees of the trust deed, ing a declaration that the corporation 
were not entitled to recover from the plaintiff and other adjoining owners 
the costs of repairing the road, and an injunction to restrain the corpora- 
tion from proceeding against the plaintiff and other adjoining owners to 
enforce the pons of those costs. In the alternative, the plaintiff 

pon Epa ane yee a ity out of 

purchase-money paid by corporation to 
question was whether the covenant to repair the road entered 
trustees with the several vendors of the plots of land w 
site of the road ran (either as to its benefit or its burden) 
The court (Corrox, Diy, and Frr, L.JJ.) held that 
not enforce the covenant i the i 
that, if the covenant did not run with the land, a court 
not enforce it, though the corporation bought with notice of i 
was not a merely restrictive covenant, but an affirmative covenant, 
out money in doing certain work on the land. No doubt, in Ceeke v. 
Chiteott (L. R. 3 Ch. D. 694), Malins, V.C., held a 
would enforce such a covenant when it did not ran with the land at 


But this was contrary to the view » 4 

Haywood v. The Brunswick Building Society (L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 403), and his 
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coven ae t of such of the public as might be willing to use 
e road, 
high ; and if the benefit of the covenant did not ran with the 
Jaintiff could not maintain the action. Lrorsy, L.J., agreed 

efit of the covenant did not ran He 
that the burden did not run with the land at law. He was not prepared 


; g 
ref 
: 
: 
A 


E 
3 
z 
: 


somethin on Te Sanwa. sew Se ee 
with the land in such a as those who acquire And 
the equitable doctrine of v. Merkay (@ Ph. TT4) did not extend to 
affirmative covenants, Fav, L.J., concurred, except that he was 





20 Ty mt Me MOM eR: peat as fbi oon 


ellie tare vireeninene-pansninaieheiven SAB NP ap AI ANOAN PA i An 
- SN i allt atest ; 


4o4 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


May 23, #885. 








as the other members of the court that the benefit of the covenant did not 
run with the land.—Counsg1, Henn Collins, Q.C., and Maberly ; Cookson, 
Q.C., and Pankhurst. Soxicrrons, Chester, Mayhew, ¢ Co. ; Field, Roscoe, ¢ 


Practice—Discovery—Arripavir or Documents—Hvssanp aNnp Wire. 
—In a case of Fendali v. O’ Connell, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on 
the 20th inst., there was a question as to the form in which an affidavit of 
documents should be made by a husband and wife who were co-plaintiffs 
im an action. The action was brought by a husband and wife and their 
infant children (by the husband as next friend) against the trustees of the 
settlement made on the — of the husband and wife to compel the 
defendants to make good an alleged breach of trust. Under the trusts of 

settlement the husband and wife took life interests in different 

the trust funds, the wife’s interest being to her separate use. The 

took place in 1876. On the 17th of November, 1884, an order 

in the usual form, directing the plaintiffs to file an affidavit, 

‘stating whether they or any or either of them have or have had, or has 
had, in the possession or power of them, or any or either of them,” 

&c., any documents relating to the matters in question in the action. In 
of this order the husband and wife made an affidavit in which 

said, ‘‘We have in our possession or power”? the documents set 
forth in the schedule, and “‘ according to the best of our knowledge, &c., 
we have not now and never had in owr possession, &c., or in the 
&c., of owr solicitors or agents,’”? &c., any other documents 

relating to the matters in question. The defendants objected that this 
affidavit was insufficient, and that the plaintiffs ought to have deposed, 
as to their joint possession, but as to the separate possession of 

each of them. Bacon, V.C., in chambers, held that the affidavit was 
sufficient. The Court of A (Corrox, Lrypiey, and Fry, L.JJ.) held 
that the affidavit was insufficient. Corron, L.J., said that the affidavit was 
insufficient on the ground that it did not comply with the terms of the 
order, which —— an affidavit as to the separate possession of each 
His lordship also thought that the order as it stood was 

Under the present law a married woman was capable of suing 
without a next friend, and, therefore, an affidavit of documents 

her and her husband ought to be several as well as joint. Ifa 

woman had documents in her ion relating to her separate 

they would be hers as part of that estate. Lixpiey, L.J., said that 

g the position of a married woman under the present law, the 

affidavit as it stood would enable the husband to keep back any documents 
with which the wife had nothing to do, and would enable the wife to keep 
back any documents relating to her te estate.—Cocnszet, Newton R. 
= HI. Fellows. Souicrrons, Ward, Mills, § Co. ; Stibbard, Gibson, § 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


asi—Wispise cp—ConTRisvrony—SHarEs IssUED AS FULLY 

tr — Estrorrz: — Companies Act, 1867, s. 25.—In a case 

The Vulean Iron Works Company, before Pearson, J., 

uestion whether the holder of 

issued as fully paid up, could be 

contributories in respect of those shares, on 

tract had been regis under section 25 of the 

1867, that the shares should be paid for otherwise than in 

. ein ieee het ger number which had 

up promoters of the com the - 

were issued not havi een cogieseees ‘ler 

shares were transferred some of the pro- 

some of the directors of the company) to the 

es were issued to him by the company, describing 

as fnlly paid up. Wo certificates of the shares had been pre- 

iseved promoters. The company being in liquidation, the 
sought to place the holder on the list of contributories in res 

shares on which nothing had been paid. On behalf of the 

contended that the company, having issued certificates 
as fully re ag estopped from saying that t 


, a uidator was equally 

on Burkinshaw v. Nicolls (L. B. 3 hag. One. 1004). Pear- 
the holder was liable asa contributory. He distinguished 
¥. Nicolls, om the ground that in that case the person whom it 
a cd ne cgimtributory had bought the shares for value from a 

who held certificates of the company stating that the shares were 
paid up, and therefore took them on the ith of a representa- 
tion by the company that they were paid up in full. In the present case 
the only representation made to the shareholder that the shares were fully 
yee uP was wade ¥7 the persons who transtersed ; 
Innate 1 ia after the shares had been transferred to _ 
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A the sharcwiders aul debenture-holders of two previously 
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being made on condition that a contract for the payment of the value of the 
shares in that way should be duly regis under section 25 of the 
Companies Act, 1867. A contract was ingly registered, but it did not 
state the designating numbers of the shares in the new company which were 
to be issued to F. After the registration of this document, shares in the 
new company were issued to F., and his name was placed on the register 
in of them. He moved to have the register rectified by omitting 
his name, on the ground that, as the numbers of the shares which were to 
be issued to him were not specified in the registered contract, the reyistra- 
tion was insufficient to satisfy the requirements of section 25, and he 
would be liable to pay for the shares in cash. Pearson, J., held tht it 
was not necessary to state the numbers of the shares in the registered 
contract, and he refused the ey Saag Cookson, Q.C., and 
Phipson Beale ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Stirling. Soxtcrrors, Blunt, Tedd, 
$ Lawford ; Druces, Jackson, § Atlee. 


Practice—DisMissaL OF QuiA TImET AcTION wiTHOoUT Presupice To 
Freso Action—Form or Orper.—In a case of Fletcher v. Bealey, before 
Pearson, J., on the 15th inst., a question arose as to the form of an order 
dismissing a guia timet action, brought to restrain an apprehended 
nuisance, without prejudice to the right of the plaintiff to bring a fresh 
action. At the trial of the action (L. R. 28 Ch. D. 688, ante, p 237), 
Pearson, J., dismissed it, but gave the plaintiff liberty to have inserted in 
the judgment a declaration, as in The Attorney-General v. The Corporation 
of Kingston (13 W. R. 888), that the dismissal of the action was to be 
without prejudice to the right of the plaintiff to bring a fresh action. 
On drawing up the judgment, the registrar was of opinion that the 
reservation ought to extend only to the case of an actual future nuisance, 
and not to the case of an apprehended nuisance. Pzaxson, J., held that 
the reservation should be ‘‘ without prejudice to the right of the plaintiff 
to take further proceedings in case the defendant’s works should occasion 
a nuisance to him, or in case the plaintiff should apprehend an immediate 
nuisance or danger from the defendant’s works.’’—CounszgL, Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.0., and L. Ryland ; Higgins, Q.C., and Stirling. Souicrrors, Clarke, 
Woodcock, §& Ryland ; Cunliffe, Beaumont, § Davenport. 


Trustee—Reat Estare—Power or SaLre—ApDMINIsTRaTION AcTION— 
Sanction or Court.—In a case of Rhodes v. Jenkins, before Pearson, J., 
on the 14th inst., a question arose as to the right of the trustees of a will 
to exercise a power to sell real estate, given to them by the will, without 
the previous sanction of the court, an action having been brought for the 
administration of the testator’s estate. The testator devised his real 
estates in strict settlement, and he declared that it should be lawful for 
the trustees, during the life of the tenant for life, with his consent in 
writing, to sell all or any of the devised estates. The action was brought 
for the administration of the real and personal estate of the testator. 
The plaintiff was a legatee, and was also entitled to an interest in 
remainder in the real estate after a life estate and successive estates in 
tail. By the will, a term of 1,000 years was vested in the trustees upon 
trust (inter alia) to raise money in aid of the testator’s personal estate for 
the payment of his debts and legacies: The plaintiff claimed also to have 
her fee raised and secured, and, if necessary, out of the real estate. 
In June, 1877, a judgment for administration was pronounced, directing 
various accounts and inquiries. By the order made on further considera- 
tion in July, 1881, a taxation of the costs of all the parties was directed, 
and it was also (inter alia) directed that part of a sum of Consols which 
was in court should be carried over to the separate account of the 

laintiff, to answer her legacy. Further consideration was not adjourned, 

t general: liberty to apply was reserved. After the making of this 
order, the trustees, with the consent of the tenant for life, purporting to 
exercise the power of sale, sold of the real estate. They did not, 
before making the sale, apply or the sanction of the court, and that 
sanction was not in fact given. The purchase-money was afterwards 
paid into court. In June, 1884, on the application of the plaintiff, an 
order was made for the taxation of the costs of all parties from the foot 
of the last taxation, including in the costs of the trustees any charges and 
expenses incurred by them as trustees of the will. The bill of costs of 
the trustees was carried in for taxation under this order, and in it were 
included the costs relating to the sale. The taxing master refused to tax 
those costs at all, on the ground that, by reason of the existence of the 
administration action, the trustees were not entitled to make the sale 
without the previous sanction of the court. None of the persons interested 
in the estate had attempted to impeach the propriety of the sale. The 
trustees took out a summons, that the taxing master might be 
ordered to tax their costs, charges, and expenses relating to the sale, which 
had been carried in for taxation under the order, as having been properly 
incurred, and being for a ing which they were entitled to take, 
without the sanction of the court, under the powers vested in them os 
trustees of thé will. Pxanson, J., held that the trustecs were justified in 
selling without y applying for the sanction of the court, and 
ordered the master to tax the costs as asked by the summons. 
Peanson, J., said he should be very sorry if he was obliged to hold 
that, when the court had done everything which it could do in an adminis 
tration action, the tenant for life was absolutely paralyzed by the exist- 
ence of the action, and could not do that which the Peotator had authorized 
him to do, or exercise the powers given to him by the Settled Land Act, 
without coming to the court for its sanction. t would be perpetuat- 
ing the tyranny of an administration action, and making it much more 
v 





exatious than it was already. Tho sale in the — case was not 
,and 
must be ) 


impeached et the court was gravely told that the trusteos, who, as it 
1 amumned, had rightly made the sale, ought not to be ullowod thelr 
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proper costs of it. His lordship thought they were fully entitled to their 
costs.—OounsEt, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Levett; Higgins, Q.C., and 
Rawlinson; E. Ford; Dauney. Soxticrrors, Ellis, Munday, § Bartrum ; 


Walters, Deverell, § Co. ; Beyfus § Beyfus. 





R. 8. C, 1883, orp. 41, rn. 5; onp. 42, n. 31; onp. 43, B..6; onD 
50, 2. 4—Wiirvrt Disonzprence to Insunction—Leave To 1ssuz Insunc- 
TION—SERVICE OF JuDGMENT—SeExrvice or Notice or Motion—-SuMMoNs OR 
Morton.—In the case of Selous v. The Croydon Rural Sanitary Authority, 
before Chitty, J., on the 8th inst., a motion by the plaintiffs for leave to 
issue sequestration of the property of the defendant corporation was made 
under R. 8S. C., 1883, ord. 42, r. 31, which provides tha q~ judg- 
ment against a corporation may, by leave of the court or a judge, 
enforced by sequestration against the corporate , or by attach- 
ment against the directors or other officers th , or by. writ of seques- 
tration against their property.’’ It appeared that on Tanuary 12 last, 
Denman, J., granted an injunction restraining the defendants pol- 


luting with sewage a piece of water belon to the b gone but 
postponing the operation of the injunction until the 12th of April follow- 
ing. The defendants, on the 2nd of April, moved for a further extension 


of three months, but their motion was, on the 17th of April, refused. On 
the 21st of April the plaintiffs served notice of their present motion, but 
in pursuance of resolutions ane at a meeting of the defendants, called 
ok held very shortly after the 17th, and not communicated to the plaintiffs, 
the nuisance was, within a week or two, remedied. The motion coming 
on upon the question of costs, the defendants took technical objections 
under the Rules of Supreme Court, 1883—(1) that no memorandum had 
been indorsed upon the copy of the judgment served upon the defendants as 
required by ord. 41, r. 5, which provides that ‘‘ every judginent requiring 
any person to do an act thereby ordered shall state the time within which 
the act is to be done,’’ and gives a form of memorandum to that effect to 
be indorsed on the copy served ; (2) that the copies of the affidavits intended 
to be uséd had not been served with the notice of motion as required by 
ord. 50, r. 4, which provides for such service in cases (inter alia) of 
motions for attachment ; (3) that the plaintiff, if entitled to sequestration 
at all, was entitled to it without moving for leave, as appeared from ord. 
43, r. 6, which provides that ‘‘ where any person is, by any judgment or 
order, directed to pay money into court, or to do any other act in a 
limited time, and, due service, refuses, &c., the person prosecuting 
such order shall, at the expiration of the time limited for the perform- 
ance thereof, be entitled, without obtaining any order for that pu , to 
issue a writ of sequestration against that person ’’ n, by ord. 71, r. 
1, includes body corporate]; and (4) that the application for leave, if 
n , Should have been made summons in chambers: Snow v. 
Bolton (L. R. 17 Ch. D. 433). Onrrry, J., after holding that a case of 
wilful disobedience had been made out against the defendants, who had, 
r fter the expiration of their three months, ultimately done in a week or 
éwo all that was required of them, said that, as to the first objection, ord. 
41, r. 5, had no application to a prohibitive judgment like that in the 
present case. Such a judgment had simply the effect of an mjunction. 
The only difference was that the old form of judgment was to the effect 
that a writ of injunction should issue, whereas, by ord.-50, r. 11, the 
judgment itself was, or took the _ of, an injunction. The old writ, 
owever, never stated’a limit of time. It had been contended that, 
because a period of postponement had been given, the judgment was an 
order to do certain acts ; but an injunction was not less negative because 
a time was mentioned during which its operation was postponed. No 
actual service of an injunction was necessary, any notice was sufficient. 
That, as to the second objection, ord. 52, r. 4, related to attachment, not to 
sequestration. The proceedings in the present case were not directed 
— and did not necessarily involve, the li of the subject. 
That, as to the third — he had already decided that ord. 41, r. 5, 
did not apply to a prohibitive order, so also ord. 43, r. 6, ony conten 
to what to be done within a limited time, and not to that w was 
restrained from being done at all; and, therefore, there was nothing 
which exempted the — from, moving under ord. 42, r 31. 
That, as to the fourth objection, no doubt, under ord. 42, r. 31, the pre- 
sent application might have been made in chambers. But to suanent, if 
summons or by motion was a mere question of costs. The struggle wh 
had taken place in court in the present case was enough to show that the 
costs of an — in chambers which must have eventually found its 
way into court had been, in the present instance, saved by immediately 
proceeding in court. He, therefore, in holding that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to have had the leave asked for, also gave them the costs of their 
motion.—Counsri, Ince, Q.C., and J. Beaumont ; B. Clarke, Q.C., and @. 
oer Saga Sorscrrons, Learoyd ¢ Co.; Poole ¢ Co., for A. G. Blake, 
ydon. 





InsurANCE AGAINST Acctpent—Conprtion tn Ponrcy tuat Norrces 1s ro 
BE GIVEN wirntn Seven Days or THE AcctpENt—INJURY SUPRRVBNING ON 
Accrvent—Noricn wrrutn Saven Daya or tue Insuny — Vatipiry or 
Noi ve.—In the case of Carrel v. The Lancashire and Yorkshire Accident 
Insy ence Company, before the Divisional Court (Pollock, B., and Manisty, 
J.) 0.1 the 19th inst,, the question arose spore pause of law taken upon 
the pleadings, and directed to bé heard the other issues in the 
action, whether notice of the accident was given in time under a condition 
in a policy of insurance against accident. plaintiff effected a 4 
of insurance with the defendants againat bodily injury from en 
violence which should cause the plaintiff to be w aly or entirely dis- 


abled from attending to business, There was a condition in the peer 


that, in the event of any accident, the plaintiff should give notice 
to defendants within seven days of the ocouttence of the accident, 





and should, within fourteen days, send a written report from his 

attendant of the facts of the case, and the nature and extent of the injuries 

received. In July, 1883, during the continuance of the policy, the 

— while paddling a canoe in the River Fowey, with a 
idge that crossed the river, and was injured ; but such inj 

develop itself until March, 1884, on the 17th of which month the plain- 

tiff became ill, and on the 26th of w m 


E 
L 
F 
4 
: 
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entirely disabled from attending to business in uence of such 
injury, and continued to be so for thirteen The policy 
continued in force during the whole of this On March 28, 1884, 


the plaintiff gave notice to the defendants of his injury, and also sent them. 
a medical within fourteen days of March 1884. The point of 
law raised for the opinion of the court was whether the notice was given 
in time within the condition of the policy. The Court held that the con- 
dition in the was clear and that the notice of the accident 
must be seven days of occurrence of the accident. Here 
the notice was given within seven days of the plaintiff disabled, 
which did not occur till many months after the accident. notice, 
therefore, was too late, and the judgment must be for the defendants. — 
Counszt, Jeif, Q.C., and David; Cohen, Q.C., and McCall. Soxicrrors, 
G. 8. Warmington, for D. R. Evans, Newport, Monmouthshire ; Gregory, 
Roweliffes, § Co., for Cooper ¢ Sons, Manchester. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 


Banxruptcy—Deceasep Insou.vent—Powkr TO EXAMINE WiTNEssEs.— 
In the case of Ex parte Hewitt, In re Hewitt, which came before a Divi- 
sional Court of the Queen’s Bench Division in Bankruptcy on the 19th 
inst., an important question was decided as to the power of the court to 
order the examination of witnesses, under section 27 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, for purposes of discovery of in the administration of 
the estate of a deceased insolvent under the provisions of section 125. An 
order had been made in bankruptcy for the administration of the estate 
of the deceased under the latter section. The official receiver obtained 
an order from the county court judge, under rule 58 and section 27, for 
the examination of the widow and son of the deceased. One of there 
attended and refused to be examined; the other witness did not 
attend, and an order of committal was made against both. This 
was an appeal from that order and the matter was treated as a 
test case. It was argued that, in addition to the powers under 
the Bahkruptcy Act, the court could order the examination of 
the witnesses under ord. 37, r. 5, of the Rules of the Supreme Court. 
The court (Cave and Wnts, JJ.) held that the power under the 
Judicature Acts to examine witnesses only existed where some litigation 
was in progress. Neither did rule 58 of the Bankruptcy Rules give to the 
court any such power as was t here (see the tions of Jessel, 
M.R., in Warner v. Morris, 29 W. R. 201, L. R. 16Ch. D. 101, and Er perte 
Willey, In re Wright, 31 W. R. 553, L. R. 23 Ch. D., p. 118). Section 27 
did not apply to section 125 of the Act atall. The order of the county 
court judge must be discharged.—Cocnset, H. Reed; Muir Meckenze. 
Soxicrrors, Jacques, Layton, ¢ Jacques ; Solicitor to the Beard of Trader. 





TrusTes In Banxaruprcy—Ricut To EXERctss PowzR oF APPOINTMENT 
VESTED IN Bankrurpr—Desatx or Banxrcrt—BayNxxvrrer Act, 1869, s. 
15 (4)—Banxrurrey Act, 1883, s. 44.—In a case of In re Nicholls, before 
Pearson, J., on the 14th inst., there was a as to the right of the 


trustee ina tcy toexercise, after the death of the t, a general 
i t vested in the bankru Section 15 (4) of the 
Sat ee kc, 1008 of the bankrupt divisible 


Bankruptcy Act, 1869, provides that the property : i 
Dis creditors shall « comprise (ivter elie) “the capacity to exercise, 
and to take proceedings for ex , all such powers in, over, or in 
respect of as might have been exercised by the bankrupt for his 
own benefit at the commencement of his bankruptcy, or during its 
continuance, except the right of nomination to a vacant ecclesiastical 
benefice."” The visions of sub-section (ii.) of section 44 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, are in substance the same. In the present case 
the ce ang ance Deterber genomes the Bankruptey Act, 
1869. Under a settlement executed ae ee een oe 
had, subject to life estates limited to his wife and Mf, in of 
issue of the marriage, a general power of appointment of the settled 
roperty. The bankrupt having » and there never having been any 
fscue of the marriage, the trustee entered into a contract to sell the 
property, and se . a title to it by an exercise of the power 
of ponte mh objected that, the bankrupt being dead, 
the power was at an and the trastee could not exercise it. Paansox, 
J., held that che pl og ction. ont ous — aah agua 
section 15 con on the was a ¥ reise pore 
in the same way and to the same extent as the bankrupt himself could 
have done, and in no other. the power was to be exercised Dy the 
bankrupt with the consent of a third » Surely the trustee could net 
exercise it without that consent, or, if the power was tested in the bankrapt 
only for a limited time, the trustee could not exercise it after that time 
had expired. In the present case, so far as the bankrupt was concerned, 
the power was at an end, and the trustee could not exercise & ROM OKILINE 
wer,—Counsat, J. @. Weed > EB. Beawment, Sourcrrons, Nervey ¢ Capron > 
ell, Brodrick, §¢ Gray, 


Comrosrrron on Sonawa—Raeresan or Arrrovar or Courr—RErrasxce 


or Facrs susrepyine Reresan, QUALIFICATION, om SUSPENSION or Dasck anes 
—Reroar or Orrreatn Recaver—Bayxacrrer Act, 1883, ss. 18 @, ©, 
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23, (2), (3), (4) —Tn a case of Er parte Campieil, before the Court of 
Appeal, No. 1, on the 8th inst., there was a question as to the evidence 
by which the court is to be satisfied, under sub-section 6 of section 18 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, that there are facts which would justify the 
refusal, qualification, or suspension of a debtor’s discharge. Section 
28 provides that, on the hearing of a bankrupt’s application for an order 
of Schaiee, ‘*the court shall take into consideration the report of the 
official receiver as to the bankrupt’s conduct and affairs,’’ and that the 
court “‘shall, on proof of any of the facts hereinafter mentioned, either 
refuse the order or sus the operation of the order for a specified 
time, or t an order of discharge subject to such conditions as afore- 
said.”’ e facts referred to are mentioned in sub-section 3 ; and, by 
sub-section 4, ‘‘ for the purposes of this section, the report of the official 
receiver shall be primé facie evidence of the statements therein contained.’’ 
ps! section 18 power is given to the creditors to accept a composition or 
of arrangement proposed by the debtor, subject to the approval 
of the court. By sub-section 5, ‘‘the court shall, before approving a 
composition or scheme, hear a report from the official receiver as to the 
terms of the composition or scheme, and as to the conduct of the debtor, 
and any objections which may be made by or on behalf of any creditor.” 
By sub-section 6, ‘‘if the court is of opinion that the terms of the com- 
position or scheme are not reasonable, or are not calculated to benefit the 
general body of creditors, or in any case in which the court is required 
under this Act, where the debtor is adjudged bankrupt, to refuse his 
discharge, the court shall, or, if any such facts are proved as would, 
under this Act, justify the court in ing, qualifying, or suspending 
the debtor’s discharge, the court may, in its discretion, refuse to approve 
the composition or scheme.’’ In the present case the debtor’s statement 
of affairs showed that he had practically no assets for the payment of his 
unsecured creditors, and the creditors, under section 18, resolved to 
accept a composition of Is. in the pound, for the payment of which 
security was to be given. No creditor opposed the approval of the compo- 
sition by the court. The official receiver reported that it would be for the 
pecuniary benefit of the general body of creditors, but he also 
facts which would, in the case of a bankruptcy, have justified the court 
in refusing, qualifying, or suspending his disc viz., that he had 
kept proper books of account; that he had brought on his insolvency 
by unjustifiable extravagance in living; and that he had on a previous 
occasion been adjudged bankrupt. The official receiver, therefore, sub- 
mitted to the court that the composition ought not to be approved. The 
debtor adduced no evidence to explain the allegations thus made against 
bim, and the registrar refused ~ ae of the composition. On the 
ppeal, which was brought by the itors, it was urged that, inasmuch 
by section 28 the report of the official receiver is made primd facie 
evidence of the statements therem contained only “‘ for the purposes of 
this section,’’ and section 18 contains no similar provision, the court 
ought not to refuse to approve of a composition or scheme under section 
18 when there is no evidence but the report of the official receiver that 
the debtor has committed any of the acts mentioned in sub-section 3 of 
section 28. The court (Beerr, M.R., and Baccatiary and Bowen, 
refused to accede to this argument, holding that the official receiver’s report 
is, under section 18, prima facie evidence of the facts mentioned in sub- 


under section 18, and 
the report of the official receiver being, by section 28, made, for the pur- 
age eens sre oe evidence of the statements contained in 
it, lordship thought whatever mode of proof of the facts men- 
tioned in sub-section 3 of section 28 was sufficient under that section was 
equally sufficient under section 18. Consequently, the official receiver's 
report was primd facie evidence. The court ought not to set aside the 
i 8 decision merely because the creditors wished it. The Bank- 
ruptcy Act of 1853 was intended to ent this facility on en 
an argument, it would be fritter- 
smpenes the hat. It was not generosity on the of creditors which 
them to do this; it was mere laziness. If thought a debt was 
bad, they would rather write it off than take any trouble about the 
ongistuar a silted te tems kde, atmo 4 protect “ae ee 
waa enti to is own j t, to the 

creditors against themecives. Baccattar and Bowes, 5 yt | 
Herbert Ezed ; Sidney Woolf; Arndld White. Sorsctrons, W. 

Baget Harte; W.W. Aldridge. 


Muscuystzkz Country Cover. 
(Betore Judge J. A. Russe, QC.) 


May 15.—Ez porte The Manchetter and Salford Bank, Limited; Re 
Heugh, Balfour, & Co., Beparate Edtate of John Heugh. 

This was 2 maction, under the ty Act, 14), by the Manchester 
and elicnd Bank, Limited, by eee against decision of the 
trustes rejecting 2 prot of dcth pr om behalf of the bank against 
the separate ectate A Jon Heagh for the sum of £1,208 4a. 114., after 
giving crotit tor dividends received from the joint estate, for the proceeds 
A crftein securities realize, and tor the estimated value of other securition 


ge err 
firm A Heagh, Baliour, & Co. carried on business as merchants in 
Smt wnt Vanchedtier, ant umeaisted of titer perwma, of whom John 
the, By an agreement bearing date August 
A the ome part, and the bank of the other 
that jdm Hengh was the owner in tee of certain 


mcawngpn, well thercdn mentioned, and that he wass 
partner tn the frm A ioagh, Bdidous, & Co, Witte tom was indebted to 





the bank, and for the purpose of securing the same debt, and all other 
moneys which might become due from the firm to the bank, not exceeding 
£50,000, he had some time previously deposited with the bank the deeds 
and documents to the before-mentioned properties, and agreed 
to charge the same as thereinafter mentioned. The agreement then cou- 
tained a declaration by John Heugh, charging the deeds and properties 
with the due payment of all sums of money or thereafter to become 
due from the firm to the bank, ‘‘not exceeding in the whole amount of 
principal moneys intended to be secured by virtue of these presents and 
the pledge onb things aforesaid, the sum of £50,000,’’ with costs and 
interest. The agreement also contained a promise and undertaking on 
the part of John Heugh “‘that he, the said John Heugh, his heirs, 
executors, or administrators, will, when thereunto required by the said bank, 
but at the expense in all things of the said John Heugh, his executors, 
administrators, or assigns, or of the said firm, execute and deliver to the 
said bank, or to such person or persons as they may appoint for thit 
purpose, a valid and effectual mortgage of the said h itaments aud 
premises, in which mo shall contained all such covenants, 
clauses, powers of sale realization, and other powers and stipulations. 
as are usually inserted in mortgages of a like nature, and in which said 
mortgage the said John Heugh shall procure the concurrence of all neces- 
sary parties.” There were other provisions in the agreement, which, 
however, were not material to the question before the court. 

All the partners in the firm of Heugh, Balfour, & Co. were adjudged 
bankrupts on the 5th of December, 1878, and at that time the bank were 
creditors for a balance of £42,461 17s. 9d., for which amount a proof of debt 
was admitted against the joint estate, and the dividends dec in that 
estate had been paid thereon to the bank. The bank had also realized a 
portion of the gone comprised in the agreement, and the remainder 
they valued at £24,000, leaving the balance of £7,398 8s. 11d. before 
—— for which they claimed to prove on the separate estate of John 

eugh. 
PR for the bank, ay gene that, ys tee = apm 9 » 

ve a legal mortgage, anc the e in what is agreed 
done must be considered as done, the bank. ie be considered to be in 
the same position as if they had obtained a legal mortgage containing the 
usual covenants, which would include a separate covenant by Heugh to 
pay the debt of the firm (Ez parte Craven, ante, p. 238). 

8. Taylor, for the trustee, was not called upon. 

His Honour held that, under the terms of the agreement, it was a 
condition precedent to the bank’s right to obtain a legal mo that 
& previous poe therefor should have been made, but, as the bank had 
never req' a mortgage, as they were entitled to do, the rule in equity 
did not.apply. The agreement itself imposed no mal liability until 
the mortgage was executed. There was no doubt that, if a mortgage had 
been executed, it would have contained a covenant to pay, and, if the 
bank had been wise, they would have made a proper request for a mort- 

which would have given a power of sale and other powers which 
etch og aepeinteet een eae a ee 
covenant on the . Heugh to pay the money, which the agreemen 
did not contain’ The object of the mortgage would be to perfect the 
security, which, in its present shape, was limited. 

Yates.—I submit that in any document, wherever there is an acknow- 
led traces bi cid semaine 6g 

is Honovr.—That upon the kind of document. Every 
document must m os in bligati terms. i per gd eye 
according to m gment, no obligation to pay. You mig ave e 
it effectual, tiny Kos g but, that request not having been made, there is no 
a obligation. If you give a simple acknowledgment of debt, that 

—_— in the usual way, but this acknowledgment is not a simple one 
at all. 

Yates.—It says that this overdraft is to be secured by ‘‘ these presents, ’’ 
plus the property in charge. Now, the only way in which they can secure 
it is a Semen pene 60 ey. 

His Honove.—No. There is first of all a pledge of these documents 
pee Rus rights arising thereunder. There ——— a covenant, — 
en one party to turn this, a mere pledge, into a legal mortgage, an: 
the result would have been at once, ate uest being made, to turn it 
into a mortgage. But that request has not made, and, therefore, 
the matter now stands upon this document, and upon this document only. 
The sec contemplated by the has never been brought into 
existence. I am of opinion it is not more See ones 


pk a os eet op ng my Aah a eee debt, there being no 
ob cast on Mr. Heugh at all. 
Motion dismissed, with costs. 


Solicitor for the bank, William Orford, 
Solicitors for the trustee, Sale, Seddon, Hilton, $ Lord. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
Srnovup. 
(Before Judge SUMNER.) 
May 13.—Warman v. Tanner, 


This was an action brought by Mr. William Warman, solicitor, Stroud, 
to recover £7 6s, for his ex and loss of time in attending as a witness 
infa case in which the it prosecuted his son for making a false 
declaration. Jt was heard at the last court, when judgment was re- 


served, 
The Plaintiff appeared in person, and 
Mr. F. J. Green, of Gloucester, represented the defendant, 
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His Honovr now delivered the following judgment :—In this case the 
plaintiff sued the defendant for and loss of time incurred by him 
in attending as a witness at the assizes at Gloucester in a case in which 
the defendant prosecuted his son for making a false declaration under the 
Mai Act, 1836, whereby he incurred the ties of jury. It 
a that the proceedings were instituted by the def t on his 
own authority. The plaintiff attended as a witness before the magistrates 
at the request of a firm of solicitors, who undertook to pay his costs for so 
doing, and paid them, but afterwards took no part in the prosecution. 
The istrates bound over the prosecutor and witnesses, incl: the 
plaintiff, to appear at the assizes. They attended accordingly, but the 
judge refused to allow the costs, on the ground that he had no power to 
do so. The question is whether the plaintiff can, under the circum- 
stances, sue the prosecutor for his costs. There was no evidence of an 
express promise to pay them. Was there an implied promise? It was 
admitted by Mr. Green, who appeared for the defendant, that if the plain- 
tiff had attended as a witness in a civil action he could have recovered 
his expenses from the party by whom he was su but it was 
argued that no such right accrued ina criminal case. On the other hand, 
Mr. Warman contended that the case on which he was called as a witness, 
though nominally a criminal prosecution, was in reality a private proceed- 
ing, in which, the court pogg Se power to order costs to be ae, 
the prosecutor himself was liable to the witnesses. I sho’ be 
glad if I could take this view, for it is difficult to see that the itor 
instituted the proceedings in the interest of public justice and not from 
private motives. What then appears to be the law? Formerly there was 
no power to order remuneration to witnesses in a criminal prosecution, or 
even expenses out of pocket, and the absence of this power was frequently 
complained of by judges and others. The theory was that in criminal 
cases a witness was bound to attend on public grounds, and, therefore, at 
his own expense; but this did not apply to civil cases (see per Parke, B., 
in, Pell v. Dabney, 5 Ex. 955). Then statute 7 Geo. 4, c. 62, repealing 
several earlier Acts, the court was, by section 22, empowered to order pay- 
ment of expenses and com tion to the prosecutor and witnesses in 
cases of felony ; and by section 23 the same power is given in certain cases 
of misdemeanor. What is there, then, to show that in cases which do not 
come within the provisions of this statute—as the prosecution in question 
—the prosecutor is liable for the costs of witnesses, unless he 
contracts to pay them? Clearly, prosecutors were not so liable at common 
law ; and how can the passing of an Act applying to some misdemeanors 
affect a prosecution for misdemeanors to which the Act does not apply? 
What implied contract is there which would not formerly have existed in 
all prosecutions? In civil cases a contract is implied from the service of the 
subpoena, but the contract is with the party to the record, not with the 
person serving the subpena, and, in a criminal case, the prosecutor is not 
a party to the record at all, and the witnesses are bound by their recog- 
nizances to appear as much as the prosecutor himself. It may be said 
that there is great hardship in compelling a witness to wer at his 
own expense in a case in which, except as a member of the public, he has 
no sort of interest. As to this, I say, first, hardship is no answer. Hard 
cases notoriously make bad law—that is to say, bad law is made by an 
attempt to prevent what seems a hardship entailed by the application of 
the law to a particular case. But, secondly, I do not think the nan | 
really exists, for I question whether, if the matter had been represen’ 
to the committing magistrates, they would have bound over the witnesses 
to appear unless the prosecutor had undertaken to compensate them. 
There is not the slightest doubt that such an undertaking would have 


been perfectly legal and might have been enforced. Upon prin- 
ciples, therefore, and in the absence of any authority in su) of this 
action, I am of opinion that it cannot be maintained. I » however, 


that I need not, under the circumstances, give the defendant his costs 
—_ t the plaintiff. There will be judgment for the defendant, without 
costs. 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 


At the annual general court of the Law Association, held at the Law 
Institution on tho 21st inst., Mr. John Boodle, vice-president, in the chair, 
the following was read :— 

1, The directors have the pleasure of submitting to the members of the 
Law Association a report of their proceedings and the accounts for the last 
twelve months. 

2. The directors have considered thirty-one cases of the <4 
and have distributed amongst them the te sum of £1,276 1 

3. They have also considered pumerees epghentions of the or 
non-members’ class, which have come before them, and they have distri- 
buted the sum of £100 placed at their d amongst twelve cases, and 
recommend to the general court that a like sum be placed at their dis- 
posal for distribution amongst the cases of non-members for the ensuing 


year. 

4. The directors have the pleasure to report that they have received 
towards the funds of the association a legacy of £52 108, from Thomas 
Browning, Eeq., a deceased member; and £5 Ya, 2d. the balance of a 
legacy o £500 from Miss Hurst; and a donation of £21 from Edward 

almisley, Esq., a member; £1 1s, from A. H, Wansey, Baq.; and of 
£19 188, 3d. from ‘' Wocha,"’ por Messrs. Munne & Longamn. 
an aa investinents now belonging to the association amount to 

, . . 





Mason, John William Proudfoot, John Symonds 
Cardale, Thomas Wright Nelson, Charles John 
nig See ee 
a ang the pao yea, end fol that it only Doe siecle 


CAMBRIDGESHIRE LAW SOCIETY. 

The annual meeting grein oy Law Society was at 
Lion Hotel, Cambridge, on the 19th Mr. Ephraim Wayman 
elected president for the ensuing year, and the following resolution 
bench to i 


:—* That this has observed with 
judicial 
derogatory to the professional character of solicitors as a 


E 


impair the relations of mutual 


respect and confidence 
between judges and solicitors.” 








OBITUARY. 


MR. CHARLES NORRIS WILDE. 


Mr. — Norris See ee 21, Oneae we, 
wood, Lympsfield, on seventy - 
the eldest son of Mr. Edward Archer solicitor, 
1812. He was an elder brother of Lord Penzance, and 
Lord Truro, Bowe wee ei Se a 


i 


died at 


rf 
of 


\§ 
i 


FL ft 


F 


MR, THOMAS EVERARD UPTON. 


verard =U solicitor (of the firm of Uptua & 
Sth inst, in ‘his ty-sixth year. Mr. 


8 1822, aad for 


ny 
Sra , at the of ~one. Mr. the eldest son of Mr. 
Wiliam “ ‘aA oe ia 188. He wa called pen Nah 
idle Tera, many 
of the of the district court of Dankraptay at Leeda, Dat be 
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judicial life on the abolition of that office under the Bank- 
1869. Mr. Ayrton was a magistrate for the North Riding of 
He was ‘married in 1847 to the daughter of Mr. Thomas 


ruptey 


retired from 
Act, 
Yorkshire, 


MR. HENRY HALFORD VAUGHAN. 


Mr. Henry Halford Vaughan, barrister, clerk of assize on the South 
Wales Circuit, died at his residence, Upton Castle, Pembrokeshire on the 
21st ult. Mr. Vaughan was the son of the late Mr. Justice Vaughan, his 
mother having been a daughter of the second Lord St. John, and he was 
cousin to the Right Rev. Charles Vaughan, Dean of Llandaff and Master of 
the Temple. He was born in 1811, and was educated at Rugby under 
Dr. Arnold, and at Christ Church, Oxford, where he graduated first class in 
classics in 1833. He obtained the Chancellor’s prize for an English essay in 
1836, and he was afterwards elected a fellow of Oriel College. He was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1838, and was soon afterwards 
appointed by his father clerk of assize, clerk of the Crown, and associate on 
the South Wales and Chester Circuit, which offices he held until his death. 
Mr. Vaughan will be best remembered as having been, from 1848 till 1858, 
Regius professor of modern history in the University of Oxford, where his 
lectures were always well attended. He was the author of “ New Readings 
and New Renderings of Shakespeare’s Tragedies.” In charging the grand 
jury at the Glam: ire Assizes, last week, Mr. Justice Field alluded to 
the regret which he felt at the death of such an efficient clerk of assize as 
Mr. Vaughan. 


MR. SAMUEL WISE. 


Mr. Samuel Wise, solicitor and notary, died at Ripon on the 12th inst., 
at the age of seventy-three. Mr. Wise was born in 1812. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1834, and he had practised for about half a century 
at Ripon. He was a notary public and a perpetual commissioner for the 
Weet and North Ridings of Yorkshire. He had been for forty-nine years 
clerk of the peace for the liberty of Ripon, and he was also secretary to 
the Bishop of Ripon, and registrar of the diocese of Ripon, and of the 

of Richmond. He was was well versed in ecclesiastical law, 
and had a large practice among the clergy of Yorkshire. Mr. Wise 
was associated in ership with his son, Mr. Francis Dickson Wise, who 
—— a solicitor in 1864, and is clerk of the peace for the liberty 


MR. WILLIAM WHITE GOODE. 

Mr. William White Goode, solicitor, of Leicester and Longhharona>, 
died at Syston, Leicestershire, on the 6th inst., after a short illness. Mr. 
Goode was born in 1841. He was admitted a solicitor in 1863, and he had 
an extensive practice at Leicester and Loughborough. Mr. Goode held 
several im t appointments, being clerk to the South Croxton School 
Board, to the w Board of Guardians, Assessment Committce, 
School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, and 
superintendent registrar for the Barrow district. He held a commission 
as captain in the Loughborough Rifle Volunteers. His premature death is 
universally lamented. Mr. Goode was buried at Barkby on the 9th inst. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wmitsm Cuantzs Woopnovssz, solicitor, of No. 5, New- 
Lincoln’s-inn, has been elected Secreta 
Testimonial Fund, in the place of his late partner, Mr. George Lewis 
Parkin, deceased. 


uare, 
to the Trustees of the Eldon 


The Right Hon. Joun Natsu, Q.C., who has been appointed Lord High 
Chancellor of Ireland in succession to the late Sir Edward Sullivan, is 
the son of Mr. Carrol Naish, of Ballycallen, Limerick. He was born in 
1841, and was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, where he graduated 
B.A. in 1863. He was called to the bar at Dublin in 1865, and he became 
a Queen’s Counsel in 1880. In the same year he was appointed law 
adviser to the Lord-Lieutenant, and he was Solicitor-General for Ireland 
from 1881 till 1883, when he was appointed Attorney-General, and was 
sworn in as a member of the Irish Privy Council. He was elected a 
bencher of the King’s Inns in 1884. 


Mr. Joux Fisu Sxruowns, solicitor, of Cambridge, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Stapleford School Board. Mr. Symonds is clerk to the 
Chesterton Board of Guardians and Assessment Committee, and ~ Ire 
tendent registrar for the district. He was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Joux Gexs, solicitor, of Falmouth, has been appointed Town Clerk 
of that borough, on the resignation of his father, Mr. William James 


Mr. Gronor Rosz-Ixwes, jun., solicitor (of the firm of Rose-Innes, Son, 
& Crick), of Billiter House, Billiter-street, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Hexny Fox Towsszexy, solicitor, of Swindon, has been ited 
Clerk to the Old Swindon Local Board, in succession to his er, the 
late Mr. James Copleston Townsend. 

Mr. Hewxy Kiwwrin, solicitor (of the firm of Kinneir & Tombs), of 
Swindon and Crickiade, has been ted Clerk to the New Swindon Local 
Board, in succession to the late Mr. James Copleston Townsend. Mr. 





Kinneir was admitted a solicitor in 1854, and he is clerk to the county 
magistrates and to the Swindon School Board. His er, Mr. Henry 
Coggan Tombs, is official receiver in bankruptcy for the Swindon district. 


Mr. Samvet Waker, Q.C., M.P., Solicitor-General for Ireland, who 
succeeds Mr. Naish as Attorney-General for Ireland, is the son of Captain 
Alexander Walker, and was born in 1832. He was educated at Portarling- 
ton School and at Trinity College, Dublin, and he was called to the bar in 
Treland in 1855. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1872, a bencher of the 
hk Inns in 1881, and Solicitor-General for Ireland in 1883. Mr. 
Walker has been M.P. for the county of Londondezry in the Liberal 
interest since January, 1884, 


Mr. Huex Hyacinrx MacDzrmor, Q.C., who succeeds Mr. Walker as 
Solicitor-General for Ireland, is the eldest son of Mr. Charles Joseph 
MacDermot, of Coolavin, Sligo, and was born in 1834. He was called to 
the bar in Ireland in 186%, and he practises on the Connaught Circuit. 
He was created a Queen’s Counsel in 1877, and he is prosecuting Crown 
Counsel for the city of Dublin and the county of Leitrim. He is a 
deputy-lieutenant for Sligo, and a magistrate for Dublin, Sligo, Msyo, 
and Rorcommon. 

Mr. Cuanres Sumner Marz, barrister, has been appointed by Mr. 
Justice Stephen to be Clerk of Assize, Clerk of the Crown, and Associate 
of the South Wales Circuit, in succession to the late Mr. Henry Halford 
Vaughan. Mr. Maine is the son of Sir Henry James Sumner Maine, 
K.C.8.1., Master of Trinity Hall, Cambridge. He was called to the bar 
at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1875, and he has been employed in 
the department of the Parliamen’ Counsel. Mr. Maine recently actcd 
as secretary to the British Judicial Reform Commission in Egypt. 


Mr. Sreruen Lancetor Moncxton, solicitor, of Maidstone, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Maidstone School Board, in succession to Mr. 
James Witherden Menpes, deceased. Mr. Monckton was admitted a 
solicitor in 1884, 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 

Epwarp Tayitevur Satt, Henry Epwarp Parneti, and Gtouce 
O’Connor Parne11, solicitors, Bristol (Salt & Parnell). March 25. The 
business will in future be carried on by the said Edward Tayleur Salt and 
George O’Connor Parnell alone, under the same style or firm. 

[ Gazette, May 15. ] 





ss 


PENDING LEGISLATION. 
CUSTOMS AND INLAND REVENUE BILL. 
The following is the portion of this Bill relating to the new “ death 


duties.”’ 
PART III. 
Duties on Accounts anp Sucozssions AND LEGACIES. 


29. Grant of duties on accounts of certain property.| Stamp duties at the 
like rates as are charged on affidavits and inventories by the Customs and 
Inland Revenue Act, 1881, shall be charged and paid on accounts delivered 
of Property to be included therein, according to the value thereof. 


e property to be included in the account shall be property of the 
following description, viz :— ait 





(4.) Personal estate and effects of any person dying on or after the first 
day of May, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-five, which, by 
reason of the local situation itself, are not included in any affidavit 
or inventory under the provisions of the Customs and Inland 
Revenue Act, 1881, and estates pur autre vie belonging to such 

rson applicable by law in the same manner as personal estate. 

(b.) Real estate directed to be sold by the will of any person dying on 
or after the first day of May, one thousand eight hundred and 
eighty-five, or held on trust for sale upon the death of any person 
so dying. 

(c.) Money which by the virtue of apy person dying on or after the 
first day of May, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-five, or by 
virtue of the will of a person dying before that day, upon the death 
of ony pean dying on or after that day either immediately or after 
any interval, is or becomes charged upon or made payable out of 
any real estate otherwise than by way of annuity. 

30. Delivery of ts on oath.| Every person who as executor or trustec 
or otherwise acquires possession of or holds any personal estate and effects 
or real estate directed to be sold to be included in an account according to 
the preceding section, and every devisee or owner of real estate charged 
with the ae thereout of any money to be included in such an account 
shall, within three calendar months after the death*of the deceased, deliver 
to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue a full and true account, verified 
by oath of such property duly stamped as required by this Act. Any officer 
authorized by the Commissioners for the purpose may administer the oath. 

31. Amendment of 44 § 45 Vict. c. 12, #. 87, and application of provisions of 
that Act to accounts under this Act]. (1.) Section thirty-nine of the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, is hereby amended by the substitution of 
the word “‘ three ’’ for the word ‘‘ six”’ in such section. 

2.) Sections forty and forty-one of the said Act, so far as the same 
relate to accounts delivered under that Act, shall apply to the accounts to 
be delivered under this part of this Act, 
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32. Additional successions and further duties to be charged under 16 § 17 Vict. 
e. 51.] In addition to the successions with duty under section 
ten of the Succession Duty Act, 1853, there shall be levied and paid to Her 
Majesty in respect of every succession as defined and mentioned in that 
eee eee on or after the first day of May, 
one thousand eight hun and eighty-five, where the successor shall 
the husband or wife of the predecessor, a duty at the rate of three pounds 
per centum upon the value of the interest of the successor. 

And in addition to the duties chargeable under such section, there shall 
be levied and paid to Her Majesty in t of every succession therein 
referred to, upon the death of any person dying on or after the first day of 
May, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-five, according to the value 
thereof, the following duties (that is to say) :— 

Where the successor be the lineal issue or lineal ancestor of the 
predecessor, a duty at the rate of two pounds per centum upon the 
value of the interest of the successor. 

In all other cases mentioned in such section a duty at the rate of 
three pounds per centum upon the value of the interest of the 
successor. 

Provided that no duty under this section shall be payable upon the 
interest of a successor in property included in an affidavit, inventory, or 
account according to the value whereof duty is payable under the 
oes? — Inland gaged Act, 1881, = this Act, nor shall woe ebeeage A 
be payable by a person in whom any reversionary property expectant on 
death shall be vested by alienation for value in ae or money’s W 
prior to the first day of May, one thousand eight hundred and eighty- 
five. 

33. As to charge of duty upon certain interests enjoyed in succession.| Where 
by means of any disposition property is so settled that it, or 
the income thereof, is to be enjoyed upon the death of any person dying 
on or after the first day of May, one thousand eight hundred and ty- 
five, by the husband or wife of the predecessor during his or her life, or 
for any other limited interest, and subject thereto by any lineal issue or 
lineal ancestor of the predecessor for an absolute interest, the duty of 
three pounds per centum upon the value of the property shall be imme- 
diately charged upon and paid out of such Yn cat A ; and by the payment 
of such duty any claim to duty under the Succession Duty Act, 1853, and 
this Act, — the succession of the said lineal issue or ancestor, shall be 
deemed to have been duly fully satisfied and discharged. 

34. Duty on absolute interest of succession in real property to be upon prin- 
cipal value.| (1.) Where a successor upon the death of an dving 
on or after the first day of May, one thousand eight h and eighty- 
five, is entitled to real ene for an estate in fee simple or in tail, or is 
entitled thereto for life, and competent to dispose of a continuing interest 
therein, the duty in respect of his succession shall be assessed upon the 
principal value of such ay ae Such pencil value, where the 
interest of the successor would have been consi as an annuity, and 
dealt with under the provisions of section twenty-one of the Sucession 
Duty Act, 1853, if this Act had not been Fine shall not exceed the 
highest value in Table III. in the Schedule to such Act of an annuity 
equal to the annual value of such property, after making such allowances 
as are directed by tle said Act. 


(2.) The duty shall be payable by four yearly instalments, the first of 
such instalments to be paid at the expiration of twelve months next after 
the successor shall have become entitled to the beneficial enjoyment of 
the real property in respect whereof the same shall be payable, and the 
three f ing instalments at yearly intervals, to be computed from the 
day on which the first instalment shall have become due. 

G.) If the successor shall die before the instalments shall have been 
fully paid, the instalments unpaid at his death shall be a continuing 
charge upon such prope in exoneration of the successor’s other 
property, and shall be payable by the owner for the time being of such 
property. 

35. Additional legacies and further duties io be charged under 55 Geo. 3, ¢. 
184.] In addition to the legacies chargeable with duty under the Act of 
the -fifth year of King George the Third, chapter one hundred and 
eighty-four, there shall be levied and paid to Her Majesty in respect of 
every legacy by the will of ev pane dying on or after the first day of 
May, one thousand eight hun and eighty-five, charged upon or made 

yable out of any real estate, and given by way of annuity to or for the 

efit of the husband or wife of the deceased, a duty at the rate of three 
pounds per centum on the value thereof. 
_ And in addition to the duties le under the said Act and ied 
in the schedule thereto, there shall be levied and paid to Her Majesty in 
respect of evory legacy charged upon or made payable out of any real 
estate, and given by way of annuity by the will of any person on or 
after the first day of May, one thousand eight hundred and ty-five, or 
by the will of a person dying before that day upon the death of any 
dying on or after that day, either immediately or after any inbeeeal, the 
following duties; (that is to say), 
Where the same is given to or for the benefit of lineal issue or 
lineal ancestor of the testator, a duty at the rate of two pounds per 
centum on the value thereof. ; 
In all other cases specified in the said schedule a duty at the rate 
of three pounds per centum on the value thereof. 








On the al application of Mr. Adams, on Th last, the Court 


ursday 
of Ap No, 1, fixed Thursday, the 4th of June, for the hearing of the 
cane of Adame v. Coleridge. . , 











LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 15.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Parvats Briits.—Lydd Railway ; East and West India Dock Compuny ; 
Liverpool and Birkenhead Subway ; North Metropolitan Tramways. 
Parliamentary ions (Redistribution). 
Bills in Committee. 
Barristers Admission (Ireland). 
Metropolitan Streets Act (1867) Extension. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brtt.—Hull (Drypool) Bridge and Improvement. 


Highways. 
J May 18.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Partie ian (Occugadinn Vote) 
egistration upati oters). 
Pe pills Read a@ Third Time. 
Parvate Brrts.—Hartlepool Headland Protection ; Selby Dam Drainege 
North London Railway. 
Consolidated Fund (No. 3). 
May 19.— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Briis.—Earl De La Warr’s Estate; Leeds Coloured Cloth Hail 
Estate ; Didcot, Newbury, and Southampton Railway. 
eo a _- 
Local Authorities (Expenses of Conferences). 
Bills in Committee. 
Consolidated Fund (No. 3). 
Registration (Occupation Voters). 
Lunacy Acts Amendment. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bris.—East and West India Dock Companies ; North Corn- 
wall Railway. 
Barristers Admission d). 
Metropolitan Streets Act (1867) Extension. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
May 14.—Bilis Read a Third Time. 

Privat Bris. Water; Great Northern Railway 
(Various Powers); Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway; Lincoln Corpora- 
tion Gas Purchase ; London and South-Western Railway (Various Powers) ; 
Whitehaven Town and Harbour. 

East India Unclaimed Stocks. 

May 15.—Bills Read a Third Time. 

Parvate Brits.—Cathcart District Railway; Hull, Barnsley, and West 
Riding Junction Railway and Dock. 

May 18.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Parvats Bris.—Colne Valley and Halstead Railway; Longton Cor- 
poration ; Manchester, » and Oldham Steam Tramways. 

May 19.—Bilis Read a Third Time. 

Private Briis.—Bexhill Water and Gas; Glyn Valley Tramway; Hail- 
o- wee ae Lan seg Rat oe Market = bp A 
Helen’s gan Junctions way; Barrington’s Hospital; Nort 
Wales Narrow Guage Railways ), &e. 





———__—____—— 
——————— 


LEGAL NEWS. 


The Zimes says that an action of some im ce to solicitors was 
recently heard in the Warwick County Court. A plaintiff sued a firm of 
soliciters to recover £13, costs alleged to have been incurred by the 
defendants’ negligence in up a case heard at the same court in 
July of last year. The of negligence was that, whereas one 
member of the firm und the case, he, at the last moment, and with- 
out any intimation to plaintiff, handed it over to another member of the 
firm, thro An BOT RES ee intiff was 
nonsuited. e latter member of the firm having stated in his defence that 
he acted as advocate for the firm, his Honour 





a system was unjust to the client and unfair to the bar. It was much 


better that oe who had entered as solicitors _— keep an 
own duties undertaking those which should prope - 
charged by counsel. J ent was given for plaintiff for a sum to be 


named by the judge at the next court. 


No changes in the law are pro’ by Lord Bramwell’s Bill on Arbitre- 
tion, but it is stated to be in’ ed by those 

has been pre to propose 

—(1) to the power of revoking submissions, which to some extent 
exists ; (2 fe quay wenene eanenns ae nes lee 
Act; Spider are / procedure as to 

awards generally ; (4) to alter certain obscure rules of the Supreme Court ; 
(5) to lay down a common form is 

the understanding of men of business 


6) to extend to the Ceown the useful 
w Procedure Act; (7) to enable an arbitrator to repair a mere clerical 
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ermr without the necessity of an 4 ie. to the court; (8) to enable 
an arbitrator to procure the attendance of witnesses out of the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court ; (9) to assimilate the — and Scotch laws of 
arbitration ; and (10) to simplify the law as to costs. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
AppreaL Court APPEAL COURT 
Date. pee Os Be o V. 0. Bacon, Mr, Justice 














Wed., May 27 Mr. Beal Mr. Koe Mr. Lavie Mr. Pemberton 
Thu ursday.. Pugh Ward 
Lavie Pemberton 
Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. iN. 
Mr. Farrer 
Beal King 
— Farrer 
Beal King 
COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jom Srocx Companres. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 


Patext Nox-Expiostve Borrer Company, Lirep. — Chi J.. has fixed 
Fee ee May 2 at 12, at his chambers, for the pa LF of an official 


[ Gazette, May 15.) 


ABERDARE Mertuye Stream Coat Cortrery Company, Lowtrep.—By an order 
made hy , J-, dated May 9. it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 
Norton and Co, Coleman st, solicitors for the 


ADDLESTONE LinoLtecmu Company. Luwtrep.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C.. 
dated May 9, it was or ‘cred that the company be wound up. Trinders and 
. solicitors for the petitioners 
© wap codened Gat the sodely ko wean age” White sol Co itannee ae 
e wound u 
25 Dp an 0, solicitors for 


[ Gazette, May 19.] 


U3 
ScaARAMANGA AND ComPaNy.—Creditors ar nired, on on or before July 1, to ans 
= = names and ey and A the particulars = their debts or claims, to 
Charlies Fitch Kemp, 8, brook. ednesda: 8 at 12, is a nted for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and <r tated att 
{ Gazette, May 15.1 


of the company ‘be ‘contin 


ordered that the society be wound up. 
st, solicitors for the petitioner 
‘ Gazette, May 19.} 
Cougs PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN NCERY. 

Proxence Mri Compaxy, Luarep.—Petition for winding up, presented May 
16, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor, at St Geena s Hall, tive: 
woot, on Monday, June’. Morris and Draper, Liverpool, agents for Brook, 

solicitor od — tioners 
‘an asD Comp IMITED.—The Vice-Chancellor has by an order, 
Fatexmy Soctetizs Dissoiven. 


* ented Apel te appranted wo tunehiey Poansen, 2, Booth st, Manchester, to be 
[ Gasette, May 19.1 
Pematz Ferespiy Society, Old Sunday School, Kirkburton, York. Ma 
fr GiLes xp S1 Grorsz, BLoomsrver, Wouxrso Mey’s Bewerit Cu ational 
Schools, Bury st, Bloomsbury. May 12 _ 


[ Gasette, May 15." 
WrswY SoctetTrY, British Sc Stators, ay 1s Carnary May 1 
eee Usiom Socterr. Oumaiele Beall a 
Bexerrr Society, Kingsworthy Beh a Kingsworthy, Hante. 


May 12 
— Sre Davin PaLADERBOGE SoctzTy, Black Horse Inn, Rhiw Sir David, 
Row. a ExoisxD Yaterpiy Socrery, Cottage Spring Inn, Dudley Wood, 
Tegpenass Teaeees Bexrvotest Society, Townhall, Tarporley, Chester 


[ Gaactte, May 19.) 
Susrespen ror THREE Monts. 
Pesce ov Waites Fuizsrity Society, Bell Inn, Ruardean, Mitcheldean, 


. May 2 
{ Gasette, May 15.) 


Teewresx ed Society, Bull's Head Inn, Hanford, Stoke on Trent, 
(Gasette, May 17.1 


An extraordinary general meeting of the Kquity and Law Life Assur- 
ance Society was held on Tuesday at the society’s house, No. 18, 
Linedin’ s-tan-filds. The sum to be divided as bonus was stated at 
LEWD, oat A a thal sarplas of £429,148, giving a dividend of £1 2s. 

share for the ve years to the po a 
than the lest to holders, The severest methods and 
tables had, it was said, been adopted in valuing the society's liabilities. 





CREDITORS" CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS pe ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
AST DAY OF PROOF. 
Brown, Datuan, Warwi eo lead onger. aoe 22. Brown v Wamsley, Chitty, 
J. Maude, Arundel st, Victoria Embankme 
SmiTH, AUGUSTUS ALBERT, , Seageon Wick, ied, June 1. Gideon v Bobby, Kay, 
J. Inderwick, Bedford 
(Gazette. May 5.} 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
§eswine Peter Warez, Sunbury, Gent. June 18. Hood, Fleet st 
Bak Witt DaNBy, Kennington rd, Outfitter. June 8. Cole and Son, 
Church ct, Clement’s lane 
Brair, JoHN HUNTER, St James ’ st, ia, Supe 24. Couper and Co, Bedford row 
Botton, Epwarp, Ashford, Staines, Re’ Butcher. June 18. Hood, Fleet st 
Fulfin, near Lichfield, Stafford, Farmer. June 2%. Hinckley 
and Go, Lichfield 


Bower, Hakoip Etyort, Paris, Esq. June 10. Sewell, Paris 
‘atchmaker. June 30. Stevens and Son, b. Matginton 
5 emeneeee, Gent. June 1. ft, Pres 
, Cumberland. June 1. potting “end Co, 


CoLLIsewooD. CAROLINE ELIZABETH, Regina rd, Holloway. June 20. Crump 
and Son. Philpot lane 
Fisk, James, Brighton, Grocer. June30. Stevens and Son, Brighton 
Huppart, GEORGE AvuGustTus, Brynhir, Carnarvon, Esq. June13. Sandilands 
and Co, Fenchurch a ‘ oO b T Ireland, E Jal 
ak ILLIAM, Dunmoyle Lodge, nr Omag! yrone, Irelan: sq. July 
Wake and Co, Sheffield 


KINa, Ousnins BaYtrky, Birmingham, Solicitor. June 6. Smith, Birmingham 
e AY ILLIAM HENRY, Salisbury Hotel, Fleet st, Gent. June 6. Hyde and 
0, 


aoe Ricmanp Salisbury, Wilts, Gent. June15. Lee and Powning, Salisbury 
pnt Eanes HARD, sen, Lianllwchaiarn, Montgomery, Gent. June 20. “Weeenams, 
Ne 


Migsnam, Henry Payne, Merstham, Surrey, Grocer. June 24. Morrison, 


MIDDELTON, GEORGE, Crofton, nr Wakefield, Farmer. June 1. Horner and 
ondson, Wakefield 

Parry, CHARLES, Greenhill, Harrow, Esq. June 30. Gray, Edgware rd 

Parsons, FRANCIS, Hornsey, Esq. June 24. Blagg ana dwards, St Albans 

RED, ween i ANN, Wellinston rd, Stoke Newington rd. May 28. Parker, Stow 
on the old 

Srark, JoHN, Longton, Stafford, Manufacturer. June 24. Keary and Marshali, 
Stoke upon Trent 

a ey Wriu11aM, Newcastle under Lyme, Gent. June 24. Keary and 
Marshal 1,’ Stoke upon Trent May 8.) 

& ° 


| Gazette, 
Apgue, Jom, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Juve 13. Sutton and Elliott, 
ancheste 
a Fanny, Weston super Mare. June 24. Smith and Son, Weston super 
are 


ARNELL, JOHN CHRISTOPHER, Canterbury Mews, Maida Vale, Omnibus Pro- 
paletee. June 8. May, Southampton st, Strand 
* Go, Hata GEORGE BEAL, Halifax, Card Manufactu:er. June 17. Wavell and 
0, Ha'itax 
Bagoree, UR, RosEeRtT, Bolesworth Castle, Chester, Esq. Junei. Birch and o, 


BAZELEY, ELIZABETH, Sutton, nr Shrewsbury. June 30. Nutsey and Payne, 

rewsbury 

Boors, r Fulfin, nr Lichfield, Farmer. June 24. Hinckley and Co, Lich- 
elo 


BROOKBANKES, wo Le oy Heath, King’s Norton, Worcester. June 20. 
paenene 
rarifagton Grocer. May 25. Draper, Stockton on Tees 
Juneé. Ji kfriars r 


Gauorsais, bv Liou, Ips ones, B: 
— ENT, ANN, 'tetrmosa Doss, Shrewsbury. June 24. Wade and Thomas, 
Trews 
CoLz, JOHN aah, Fiondtoed, Forum, Dorset,Gent. July 15. Smith, Blandford 
DAney, Honatio D’ EsTERE, Castletown, Parsonstown, Ireland, Esq. Aug 1. 
Lawrence and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Dixow, JOHN, Noteingham. Printer May 26. Lees, Nottingham 
Eyres, GEORGE, sen, ton, Plumber. June 8. Wright and Hassall, Lea- 


Hips, Matitpa, Lympsham, Somerset. June 24. Smith and Son, Weston super 
Housu00n, Eiza, Parkgate, Chester. June 30, Payne and Frodsham, Liver 
OWLETT, posnee, Fortune green, Hampstead, Gardener. June 20. Pearce, 


Essex st, Stran 
J ‘Skipton Mary Any, Grassington, Linton, York. July 1. Heelis and Thompson, 
nD 
JENKINS, Epwix, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Farmer. June 15. Slater and 
Ma: Bb erote 


Jones, Mary, Kennington park rd. June6. Jones, Blackfriars rd 
Highfield, Winchmore Hill, Gent. June 1b. Gush and Co, 


on LovIsa Burton, Conntene Dowager of, Wilton crescent, 
" eo 10. Williams and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
LANDERS, General Joun EpMonpsTounE, Bryanston st, Portman sq. June 24. 
Mason and ards, Lincoln’s inn fie — 
Lion, Emma, ee hy Salop. June 2%. Wade and Thomas, Shrewsbury 
Blandford sq,Gent. June 22. Wiltehire, Queen Victoria st 
— cont, hg oe Moorz, Southampton, Doctor of Medicine. May 30. 


Portsea 
, Bradford, York, Boot Maker. June 8. Beverley and Free- 
aunt Aumzve PowE.1, Bristol, Refiand, Doctor of Medicine. 


Ropertsor, 
June 15, ehanen 4 

SCHOFIELD, SAMUEL, Btalybridge, Lancaster, Gent, Jane *%. Darnton and 
Bottomley, Ashton under L 

in. NAPE, GHOROE Hewry, Leecpert. June ©. Payne ang Frofebem, Liverpool 

SrouT, Joun , Bury, Lancaster, Glass Dealer. Jun +4 Grundy Bry, 

TILING, MAKY AXN, Maida vale, Kilburn. July 7, Pi ~ 2 ew inn 

Wamp JAMES, fittie Pannell, West Lavington, Wilts. July 1. Kelsey, West 
ay 

Werereun, Kictany Koon, Bath, Captain R.N. June 2. Western and Son, 
FKanex st, Strand 

went, Visrawern, Walsall, Stafford. by bal Cotterell, Walsall 


Mr James, Staleybridge, I , June 10. ‘Mills and Co, 


sie, Herm Euizaputu, Forest dike Eesox. Junes, Stanbury and Phil- 
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Woo MatrHEw Batzson, Manchester, Solicitor. June 11. Wood and William- 


younG, Henry, Kingsey, Buckingham, Miller. June 24. Bie Te ay 18.) 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 28.—Messrs. Gippy & TURNER, at the Mart, at1p.m., Freehold Property 
(see advertisement, ‘May 16, p. 8). 








DEATHS. 
ANDERSON.—May 11, at Lainshaw, Stewarton, Ayrshire, Thomas Anderson, of 
Waterhead, advocate, aged 74 
Onvuss.—May 20, William Shubb, of 18, Hinde-street, W., solicitor, aged 57. 
SraMMEns y 18, at 45, Stroud-green- road, Joseph Stammers, 


w, aged 84 
quan —May 18, at Hookwood, Lepepetal, Charles Norris Wilde, of 19, Corn- 
wall-terrace, Regent ’s-park, aged 72, , 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
Fripay, May 15, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barber, John, and Harold John Sharpe, St. Thomas st, East, Southwark, Glass 
Merchants. High Court. Pet May12. Ord May 12. Exam June :7 at li at 
34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Beck, 0 ee Bishopsgate st Without, China Dealer. H . oe, Pet 
. Ord May 12. Exam June i7 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’ sinn fie 
Blacker Main Coal hg -y/ The, Blacker. pr Bernaiey, Yorkshire, “Colliery Pro- 
et April39, Ord Ma; Exam June 4 at 11.30 
Brown, William Watts, Lepton, ur H Innkeeper. Huddersfield. 
Pet May 11. Ord May 11. nan June tre laal 
nee, | omas Warr, Theobald’s rd, Solici High Court. Pet March 26. 
Ord 12. ym June 17 at 1! at 34, pa fields 
mgton, Staffordshire, Grocer. Stoke-upon-Trent and Long- 
= Pet April 10. Ord M May 12. Exam June 4 at 11. ‘y 
) Reamer. Herta, Slate Merchant. St. Albans. Pet April 29. 


eee Samm 2 Ly tay Brash Maker. Derby. Pet May 12. Ord May 12. 

une 13 at 10 

Clayton, Edward, Huddersfield, Bookseller. Huddersfield. Pet May 12. Ord 

ay 12. Exam June 15 at 11 

Cook, John, The Pavement, Lower Clapton, Boot Dealer. . Court. Pet 
May 8. Ord May 12, Exam June 17 at 11 at a8, Lincoln’s inn fi 

Fulton, Peter, Anderson High Court. Pet Mar 31. Ord 
May 9. Exam June 19 at 11 at 34, ies inn ids 

a 1 , Halifax, Printer. . PetMayii. Ord May11. Exam 


Jun 
ee Alexandrine, Great Grimsby, Professor of French. Great Grimsby. 
Pet May 12. Ord May 12. Exam June 83 at 11 at Townhall, Grimsby 
Houghton, Thomas, Denbigh, tS aaa Merchant’s Traveller. Chester. Pet May 
9. Ord May 11, Exam » Ag 
Hudson, George, North Shie ~— no occupation. Newcastle-on-Tyne. Pet May 
12. Ord May 12. Exam May 26 
Johns, Robert, Thurloxton, Somersetshire, Blacksmith. Bridgwater. Pet May 
11. Ord Mayi2. Exam June 1 at 11 
mw pacer, Dereyehire, Innkeeper. Chesterfield. Pet May 
ay 11. Exam June 1 
Lovick, Thomas. Horsham St Faiths, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet April 29. 
Ord 1 May, 12 12. Exam June 17 at 
ues Robert, South tA Somersetshire, Solicitor. Yeovil. Pet Apr 
Toad ose 11. Exam June 11 
Miller, Edwin Augustus, Brook st, Holborn, Importer of Fancy Goods. Hi 
Court. Pet May 12. Ord May 12. Exam June 18 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Neale, William, Bristol. Hatter. Bristol. ret May 13. Ord May 13. Exam 
June 5 at 12 at Guildhall, Kristol 
Palmer, John, Soup, Mon., Undertaker. Newport, Mon. Pet May 12. Ord 
May 12. yh ay 26 at 11 
e, Henry Thomas, Derby, China Merchant. Derby. Pet May 13. Ord 
an 18. Exam June 13 at 10 
. Robert Burchall, South Eptherten, Somersetshire, Solicitor. Yeovil. 
Pe May 9. Ord May li. Exam Jun 


Prout, Joseph yg Newton Ab! ’ Dofen, Watchmaker. Exeter. Pet 
May 13. a Exam June 11 at 11 

“Hull” Bot Bia May 11. aston-npon-Hill, ‘Doctor rn 3 Coun Hous Townhall, 

am May a Bootmaker. Sunderland. Pet May 12. Ord May 12. 

ane Beaty Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer. Birmingham. Pet May 12. 


May 12 7 pean J e lLat 2 
Bader, chard Dendy, Water lane, Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet May 12. 
May 12. Exam June '6 at_11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 
Beatherton, Louis, p, Bonsnenciten, Devonshire, Builder. — ple. Pet Rese 12. 
wg FLT at 10 at Bridge 3 ial, Hevantn 


Grocer. Worcester. Pet nh 12, ont Mey ey ‘Bromegrove, W one 1 ae A 

Steer, William Henry, Broomwood rd Wandgweren Common, Wands- 
worth. Pet May ii. Ord May 11. Exam Jun 

Oigrene, Zs Joma, Bristol, Hay Dealer. Bristol. Pet May 18. Ord May 18. Exam 


Sutton ‘Alrred, Seven Sisters’ rd, Hollo Court. Pet May 
il, Ord May 11, Exam June 16 at tie to, eens hin Boek 


er, James omerby, Fiskerton, Lineotishire, Innkeaper. Lincoln. Pet 
May 11, Ord May 11 xam ray at 2.90 
lor, J , Marsden, near Huddersfield, out of business. Huddersfield. Pet 
ay 12. rd May 12. Fixam June 15 at i 
sore Jona, owes Giemorgaushize, Grocer, Merthyr Tydfil. Pet May 11. 


ck, Goorwe, Salisbury, Provision Merchant, Salisbury, Pet May 12, Ord May 
Wailes, ow Dewsbury, York, Draper. Dewsbury, Pot May 11, Ord May 11. 
Word, 1 irhonnes, Birmingham, Fruiterer, Birmingham. Pet May 12. Ord May 12. 


Waleed Rob 


rt Hi m, Haywood, Lancashire, Tailor, Bolton, Pet May 13, 
wne 6 at li 





“ahew Whitehouse, Hipeon, Sta Béwerd Whitshouss, and ¢ as ~ 
ue May7. Exam June 11 at 11 

wa Sols and Edward John { - jsecngtic on Tyas, Beewete. 
ewcastle on Ord Exam May 

ook ee Pet April9. Ord May 12. 
Exam June 


Womersley, Alfred Douglas, Hastings, Builder. Hastings. Pet May 13. Ord 
. First MEETINGS. 

at me a ea pe near Huddersfield, Innkeeper. May 27 at 3. 

cholereqn, Semucl, Derby crby, Brush Maker. May 22 at 12. Official Receiver, St 


cams cumbre, Dery bldgs, Chancery lane. May 27 at 12. 33, Carey t, 


ones , Cork st, Burlington gdns, Solicitor. May 27 at 2. 33, Carey st, 
Fowler, H William, Plaistow, Essex, Salt Merchant. Her 28 of 12 Bank- 
oranecy idan, Hugh Cart gf Sustoe Pormual ot Les’ s Ble 
Greening. Ada Elizabeth, Bristol, Milliner. June 4 at 12.90. Official Receiver, 
Feet a rien, ‘Denbigh, Yeast Merchant's Traveller. May 28 at 11. Official 
Hele Gee Nom no occupation. May 26 at 2. Official Receiver, 
County chm Newcastle on 


Johns Ro urloxten, Somersetshire, Blacksmith. May 23 at 11. Official 
— et cor, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. May 23 at 11. Angel 


Edward, address unknown, Journalist. May 2 at 2. 33, Carey st, Lin- 


sinn 
yy David, Geet 26, gre! Yet be Merchant. May #atti. Bank- 
see Th * a eset, Dated Saleamen. May 27 at2. Bank- 
— Ba sotntees May 22 at 2. Bankruptcy bidgs, 








May 22 at !1 
McCowan, cary, ngs rd Brondesb , Builder. May 27 at 12. Bank- 
Mechan, en. St Al ~ Hertfordshire, Straw Hat Maker. May 


~ — Ibans, 
22 at 11. essrs Blagg and Edwards, St Albans 
Maxbem. Robert Edward Ebbw Vale, Grocer. May 23 at 12. Official Receiver, 


Nolan Kitred Horatio, Sherland rd, Twickenham, Photographic Chemist. May 
22at 11. 28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane 

Osborne. J 8, Fall Mall, Gent. May 27 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st 
Palmer, John, owpart, Han, Undertaber. May 26 at 12. Official Receiver, 12 
payne, Hey ih Shows. ao Merchant. May 22 at 2.30. Official Re- 
Ry og oy Cornwall, Tobacconist. May 22at 12. Officia 
PU Hat iene hae See ot ae Eh 
Riches, ichester Gt Clacton, Essex, Baker. May 2 at 11. Townhall, 
mipere Baten, olverhampton, Licensed Victualler. June 2 at 10.90. Charles 


Herbert Collis, Stourbri 
Roberts. H cli: Stourbridge er. May @ at 3. Official Receiver, 


Birmingham, Bootmak 
Whiteh ram ‘olm: , Birmingham 
bail cb Dochn Bastocerne Merchant. May 22 at 12. 109, Victoria st, 
geen Kimbestav, Bee Bromsgrove, Worcestershire, 


i, LL.B., Huddersfield, Solicitor. May 29 at 11. 











Thenes, Sz Rly, qeeomtn Ctiny Posie May 22 at 12. 
won . Thomas, ‘Bi eee Seca: May 27 at 12. Official Receiver, bir- 
Webster Alphonsus, Coleman st, Wool Broker. May 27 at 11. 33, Carey st, 
Lin 


*s 
Whitehead, Robert tinge Heywood, Lancashire, Tailor. May 2 at ll. 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 





ADIUDICATIONS. 
Adel, Tygon, Sve dian, tgs eh, Seaigs Ages, High Court. Pet Fed 
Barrett, Wilkens, Ramagate, Kent, Hosier. Canterbury. Pet Apr &. Ord 


May 11 
Parry, John, Exeter, N + Exeter. Pet Apr3s Ord May 18 


Beach. Samuel, ‘and. Edmund Howlett 3 owlett, Watford, Herts, Builders’ Merchants. 
Bell Joseph, High st, Peckham, B hoot Mannfneturer. High Court. Pet Mar 2. 
Robert, Portskewett, Mon, Baker. Newport, Mon. Pet May 3 


niancbard, 4 ‘Adam, Welton, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Lincoln, Pet Apr i Ord 

Bowring, Jeune Richard, Engsienen Well, Qestnsien. Kingston on Hull. Pet 

Burhon, Fredrries Obartes, and See eat, Satan Bele. 
. PetApra. Ord 

Oyster, ilijam, Warkeleigh, Devonshire, Farmer. Barnstaple. Pet Apr 8. Ord 

one caries umn Globe nd, Mile Bnd, Merchant. High Court, Pet Apr 


ouiaburn A te Es Coeem Grocer, Ashton under Lyne and Staly- 
eta et Beet Contractor, Chelmaford. Pet Maras Ora 
ne gp Spe we rari Sr ae Rangor. Pet 


Jone Sihany, Manchester, Estate Agent. Manchester, Pet Apr &, 
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eT Denbigh, Yeast Merchant’s Traveller. Chester. Pet May 
J Mas? Samuel, , Dudley, Worcestershire, Auctioneer, Dudley. Pet Apr25. Ord 


en Simon, Manchester, Tailor. Salford. Pet Apr23. Ord May 
George, jun, Nottingham, Waiter. Nottingham. Pet. May 4. Ord 


y 5 
Maa ge Ay yy Sydner rd, Stoke Newington, Agent. High Court. Pet 


Mari9. Ord May 1 
Moxham, pa Ramert ions. Cardiff, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet May 6. Ord May 12 
George, Camborne, Cornwall, Tobacconist. Truro. Pet May 8, Ord 


nitay ll 


ag] Ransome, Thomas, Manchester, Chemist. Manchester. Pet Apr 29. Ord 
ay 


Seuatew, ! Coleen. gem, nr Pontypridd, Furniture Dealer. Cardiff. Pet 
iy rd Ma 
eAptil 28." Ord M Davison, Newcastle on Tyne, Plumber. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
~ aoe, an, oy # Na ay Devonshire, Builder. Barnstable. Pet May 12. 
Sonia a 
Wiliam Thomas, Turnagain lane, Farringdon st, Printer. High Court. 
Pet Feb 25. Ord May 13 
Sipkin. Samuel, Ringwood, Hampshire, Baker. Salisbury. Pet April2i. Ord 


jmith, Alfred, Walsall, Spur Manufacturer. Walsall. Pet } Mag 8. Ord wey Ms 

jmith, F., London rd, Croydon, Draper. Croydon. Pet March Ord Ma: 

Steer, ezer, Maidstone, Confectioner. Maidstone. Pet ‘April’ 24. Ord May ms 

Tasker, James nes. Westerby, Fiskerton, Lincolnshire, Innkeeper. Lincoln et 
ayli. Ord M 

Taylor. John tay Nottingham, Plumber. Nottingham. Pet Aprilis. Ord 


Ta ior, J — ae nr Huddersfield, out of business. Huddersfield. 
ar 5 er ohn, Dowlais, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Merthyr Tydfil, Pet May 11. 
Thormborouzh, Henry, Liverpool, Team Owner. Liverpool. Pet Aprili. Ord 
Tosh, Peter Alfred, Ealing, Timber Merchant. Brentford. Pet April10. Ord 


or, Thomas, B ——e 5 , Baker. Birmingham. Pet April 28. Ord May 
Upton, ‘John Sma ew Brighton, Deaper. Dewsbury. Pet May 1. Ord 


Ward. 1 Thomas, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Birmingham. Pet May 12. Ord May 13 

Waterhouse. Robert, Leeds, Confectioner. Leeds. Pet May 6. Ord May 12 

Waters, G., St Paul’s rd, Mile End, Baker. High Court. Pet Feb 11. Ord May 11 

Webb. 3 Benjamin Oscar, Kings upon Hull, Wine Merchant. Kingston upon 
Hull. Pet Aprili4. Ord ay 11 

Weston, Fran Cardiff, Fancy Goods Dealer. Cardiff. Pet May5. Ord Mays 


—— Ma: t.. Page 
RECEIVING 
Barge, James, Weston st, Bermondsey, Soapmaker. High Court. Pet May 14. 
Ord gs 4 14. Exam June 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Barron, Joseph Hainsworth, and ‘George Brumfitt, Morley, Yorkshire, Woollen 
Leeds. Pet May14. Ord May 14. Exam June 2 at 11 
Black, William Phipps, manage, nr Hythe, Gent. Canterbury. Pet Apr 29. 
Ord Ma _ 2 Exam Mt y 2 
rg - 5 Draper. Tonbridge Wells. Pet May 2. 
Ord May 14. Exam J 
Bluett. Peter Frederic’ William. 3 Leek, Staffordshire, Physician. Macclesfield. 
Pet May 14. Ord May 14. Exam June 2 at 10.30 
, dames, Sawbridgeworth, Hertfordshire, Butcher. Hertford. Pet May 
15. May 15. Exam June 1 at 12.30 
Con, Benjamin Price, Stamford, Lincolnshire, Blacksmith. Peterborough. 


May 13. Ord May 14. Exam June 5 at 12 
Bradford, Yorkshire, Confectioner. Bradford. Pet May 15. 
va dag Ae Exam May ® at 12 
G hire, Colliery Manager. Pontypridd. 
ies, hem Commission Agent. Bish Court. Pet 
een Exam June 19 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
George, Chor t- upon Medlock, Manchester, Foreman of Wire Works. 
~onay ally Milverton, Somersetshire, i Taunton. Pet Ma 
Ord May 15. Fxam Se Sane Sat tet Ceiba eee od 
oa, Benjamin Titter, North Lopham, Norfolk, st Ipswich. Pet May 
Timothy, Leyton, Builder. 
ea June 19 at 11 Rng pomp inn fields 
Gaunt, J Walsall, Malleable Ironfounder’s Aseistant. Walsall. Pet Apr 
Haass. J; Jean Jacques Louis, and John James Bradley, York, Cpaeticum. York. 
Pet May 16. Ord May 16. Fxam June 5 ms 12 Bat Crildhall, ¥ y York 
, Bradtord, Yorkshire, Coal Merchant. Bradford. Pet May 14. 








vid, 
Bet May 13. Ord May 14.. Exam June 2 at 2 
Thomas a Hackney rd, 
May 14. Ord May 14. Exam June 8 at 2 
May 15. Exam June 16 at 11 
High Court. Pet May 13. Ord May 
Ord 13. Exam Jane 3 at 11 


” Exam June 2 
Hol James, Wigan, Bolt Maker. Wigan. Pet May 15. Ord May 15. Exam 


@ at i 

Brac Green, feGcthios, Grocer, Macclesfield. Pet 

May 14. "Ord May Ss Ss 2 at 11 “ 

Mgeten, Maty Deas ces, Leeds, Widow. Leeds. Pet May15. Ord May 15. Exam 
ome 


Law, jan, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Dyer. Pet May 15, Ord 
15. xam June 15 at 11 
d,and Reuben Shuttleworth, 


. Harry Victor I oramercial 
a ig Mile End rd, Domestic + hrm od High Court. Pet May 14. Onl May 14. 
Exam June 1% at 11, at %, Lincoln's inn 


ily itr May Bradford, Yorks, Dealer in Tobacco. Bradford, Pet 
Ord May 16. Exam June 2 at 12 F 


William Henry, Leeds, Cigar Merchant. Leeds. Pet May4, Ord 
May 14. Exam June 2 at 11 


Hz Ww , Boot Dealer. Manchester. Pet 
May 14. Ord May 14. Exam "bong 4 at 
‘A, atv Thomas , Staffordshire, Iron Manufacturers. 
. Pe i 12. Ord May i 12. Exam June téat 11 


Swmavon, € t, Bootmaker. Neath, Pet May 14. 

aden 14. — | me Pf 2 at 10.9), at Townhall, Neath 
orks, Iimkeeper. Dewsbury. Pet May 14. Ord May 

—7 ~¥ or w 

Kipon, Yorks, Grocer. Northallerton. Pet May 16. Ord May 

4. Le June 5 at 11.2, at Court house, Northallerton 
Kaqgs- Jim, Lantieashend, Grocer. Croydon. Pet May 14, Ord May 14. Exam 
Jopuse, Havewoos, ax Leste, Piamber, Leeds. Pet May 14. Ord May 13. 


aleall, Hatcher. Walsall. FP. 3. 
maby ny et May 14. Ord May 13. Exam 


ee es rd Moy 1 Bay vam, tH 7 
ay — Ey ee paere Se” 


etwith, 
14 Fig? heart Exam May 71 st 1 


Jim 











Putt, va ween, Te ; Ipplepen, Devonshire, Baker. Exeter. Pet May 15. Ord 
Exam e 1 


May li 
Roberts, John, (8 a abe ay Wiese: ee Pet May 16. Ord May16. Exam 
une 1 at 12.30 
uff, Herbert William, Cann bacconist. High floust. Pet Apr 30. Ord 
May 14. yan June 16 at iL3 30, wy 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Sargent, J ae, out of business. Walsall. Pet May 13. Ord May 13. 
Exam May Sat 


Shepherd, Lucy Sophia, Leamington, Bootmaker. Warwick. Pet May6. Ord May 
16. Exam June 9 - 

ene, John, Woodbank nr Chester, Hay Dealer. Chester. Pet May 15. Ord May 

Exam May 28 at 12. 

, Bootmaker. Pontypridd. Pet ae 

Tudee, ‘Themes, , Victualler. Leominster. Pet May 15. Ord 

Turner, Henry, Leste, Tobacconist. Leeds, Pet May 14. Ord May 14. Exam 


June 2 at 1 
Walton, YS ohn, , Bondgate, Darlin; — Pratierer. j. Seoataben on Tees and Middles- 


et May 15. Ord Exam Ji 
Whipp. Josiah, oe, nr Oldham, "Minder in Cotton Mall, Oldham. Pet May 16, 
Nord tay 16.” y= Exam J ——- ha th at 12 
Norfolk, Solicitor. * ig= 
Wet yg By i“ 2 ee 5 at 11.30, at Court Es e's 


L 
Wilson, “ge ~ and erg James oe Halifax, Cabinet Makers. Halifax. 
Pet Ma: 14. Exam Jun 
Weighs. Ses Vi Vise I Keal, icselesttvs, Cattle Dealer. Boston. Pet May 
14. Ord May 14. Exam May 11 at 2 
Young, Richard, and William Tompsett, Dunton Green, Kant, Horse Slaugh- 
terers. Tunbridge Wells. Pet May ca Ord May 14. Exam June 4 


EETINGS 
Best, George Christopher Henry, Cardiff, Watchmaker. June 2 at 2.30. Official 
Receiver, Colmore row Dizmin 


Bluett, pad Staffordshire, Physician. May 28 at 12. 
Official Recei ver, hy King Edward st. Leek, Taonloaticla 

Breckon, Robert, Hi BE peabed , Draper. May 29 at 12. Chamber of Com- 
merce, 145, Chea; 


urrage, Emma, -- Site Hertfordshire, Slate Merchant. jore at 12. Messrs, 
Ewen and Ro Outer Temple (Room 4 42), 222 and 225, Strand 





Clayton, Edward, Huddersfiel May 28 at it Official Receiver, 
ew st, Huddersfield, Yorks 
Clow, Ben <“, = Price, Stamford, Lincolnshire, Blacksmith. May 28 at 12.45, 
Stamford Hotel, Stamford 
Daggett, John, Bradford. Yorks, Confectioner. May 28at 11. Official Receiver, 
5 mtr chbrs, Bradford 


Deview, I David, Lianharran, Gepergnastive, Colliery Manager. May 28 at 12.30. 
‘al Receiver, Merthyr 
Foulkes George, Manchester, ae of Wire Works. June 8 at 3.30. Official 
Receiver, —— 8 —. Bridge st, Manchester 
Fouracre, George, Milverton, Somersetshire, Shopkeeper. May 28 at 11. Official 
9, Middle st, Taunton 
Graves, Gt St Helens, Commission Merchant. May 28 at 11. 


Gate, Rol rt, Dewsbury, Yorks, Brushmaker. May 29 at 3. Official Receiver, 
Bank chbrs, Fatiey 

Guest, J. hh, Walsall, Assistant to Malleable Ironfounder. May 27 at 3. Official 
Receiver, Walsall 


Haass, Jean feoques Louis, oe John James Bradley, York, Confectioners. May 
9at2. Offi Receiver, York 

Higieh, ii, Lg a cake, Coal Merchant. May 28 at 10. Official Receiver, 

vegate chbrs, 

Biel Jemnen, Wigan. Bolt Maker. May 28 at 10.30. County Court bldgs, Wigan 

Harding, Timothy, Bradley green, Staffordshire, Grocer. May 28 at 11. Official 
Receiver, 23, Edward st, Macclesfield 

Harrisson, Alewan wy Say Grimsby, Professor of French. June 3 at2. Official 
Receiver 3, ven Grimsb: 

Heaton, Mary Frances, Leeds, Widow. May 29 at 11. Official Receiver, St 
Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park row, 

Holdsworth, William Henry, Cigar Merchant. May 28 at 12. Official Re- 
petven, St Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hornby, William Samuel, Manchester, Boot Dealer. June 4 at 2.30. Official Re- 
pom Ogden’s ch Bri ge st st, Manchester 

Howgate, John, and William ‘albot, ht age Sd Woollen Manufacturers, 


May 29 at11. Official Receiver, 
John, Se, Themen. § Cwmavon, Glamorganshire, Bootmaker. May 28 at 3. Official Re- 


Joliey Joseph Howard, Lincoln, Saddler. May 30 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 2, 


Lovick Feed peso St Faith’s, Norfolk, Farmer. May 26 at 11. Official 
ver. King st, Norwich 

Lucock, John (sep estate), Dorking, Surrey, Brewer. May 29at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 109, Victoria st, inster 

Lucock, William (sep estate), Dorking, Surrey, Brewer. May 29 at 2.90, Official 
pkg 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

Lucock, William, and wo yotin L Dorking, Surrey, Brewers. May 29 at 2. 

Official Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

Harew nr Leeds, Plumber. May 27 at 8. Official Receiver, St. 

Andrew's ¢ brs, 22. Park r row, Leeds 

Moss, Bidney, Walsall, Butcher, May 2 at 4.30, Oficial Receiver, Walsall 
Neale, William, Bristol, Hatter. May 27 at 3.30. Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, 


den, Roberts (sep estate), Fiorton, RenGtord, Wool Merchant. May 28 at 12,30° 
= "Institute, whe, Fiseaaeyy. Dees 
oiay 28 meoeees a, &. La uantiiy, Ogden, Bradford, Wool Merchants. 
hat faa ‘4 Brant Broughton, Lincolnshire, Miller. May 90 at 12. 
Gttickal Receiver, ' 2, tht Benedict Lincoln 





heim, Israel, Penzance, C Furniture Dealer. May 28 at 12.90, Offi- 
1 Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
Paul, Atlen, Roebuck eerteafola | insets, Tea Dealer. May 27 at 11. 98 and 


Premion, Lombard st, 'Commission Mer- 
In’s inn 


ts, J i at 11, © 
Prout. Joseph F. bith N - ron AY bo, on, Watchmaker. May 20 at 10. Offi- 
Putt, Walter J on en , Baker. May 28 at 11. Official Re- 


Robinson, « Jone William Radcliffe Robinson, and Samuel binson, fed leworth, 
= mt, John, py eT inal TS out of bentn business. y 7 ot 8.45. . Sthelal =. 
Sattele, Alols, TAncoln, Watchmaker, May 26 at 12. Official Receiver, 2, St. 

Ragthenton, 1 Sale, th Molton, Devonshire, Builder. May 27 at 10. Unicorn 


Hotel, Bo South 
shone, , poe Choe nr Choater, Hay Donler. May 2 at 9, Official Receiver, 
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Smith, smith, Alfred gp Pane High st, sagetand, Paper Merchant. May 28 at 2. Bank- 
bl 


xs ‘edward, ya, acim Coie. Stationer. May 29 at 12, Bankruptcy 
- 1, eceenanen. May 29 at 2. Bankruptcy blidgs, 


ithamstow 
Portuga! coln’s inn fields 
‘aed Bristol, Hay Dealer. May 27 at 8. Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, 


Tasker, James Westerby, Fiskerton, Lincolnshire, Innkeeper. May 30 at 12. Offi- 

cial Receiver, 2, St Benedict’s soy coln 

Taylor, Joseph, Marsden, nr Huddersfield, out of business. May 27 at 11. Offi- 

| Receiver, New st, "fiuddersfiel ld 

wore William, Treor' ry Glamorganshire, Bootmaker. May 28 at 12. Official 
Hacer Merthyr Ty 

Tompsett, William, sep estate, Dunton Green, Kent, Horse Slaughterer. May 27 
at 3. Spencer and Reeves, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge Wells 

Turner, enry,,] Tobacconist. May 28 at 11. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s 

rs, 22, ‘ark row, Yous 
vik, George, Salisbury, Provision Merchant. May 27 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 


Wailes, eA thur, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Draper, May 27 at 10.30. Official Receiver 


Bank chbrs, Batle 
Walton, John, Bondgate Darlington, Fruiterer. May 29 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 


8, Albert ae wo lesborough 


Watts, Chipping ming Yiorton, Oxfordshire, Butcher, May 28 at 11. Official 
et a, rt Aldate’s, O: xford 
Weston, Francis, Cardiff, Fancy Goods Dealer. May 28 at 11. Official Receiver, 
2, Bute crescen 


t, Cardiff 
whi p, Josiah, Shaw, nr Oldham, Minder in Cotton Mill. May 28 at 3. Priory 
chbrs, Union st t, Oldham 
Wilson, Friderick, and Robert James Fletcher, Halifax, Cabinetmakers. May 29 
atii, Official Receiver, To chbrs, Halifax 
— Captain N. N., Duke st, St James’ 8. May 28 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


wa corey J ote Seckssler, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. May 29 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Middlesborough 
‘aan Richard. and William Tom Dunton Green, Kent, Horse 
ves, Mount Pleassnt, Tunbridge 


Sarre May 27 at 2.30. Spencer and 
ee The following amended notice is substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 12. 
Connolly, 1 Thomas, Birmingham, Tailor. May 28 at 11. Official Receiver, Bir- 


*  ADJUDICATIO: 
Beet, Levi, Weymouth, Dorsetshire, Builder. Dorchester. Pet May6. Ord 


14 
Baumber, se Depry. , Hundleby, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet 
Apr7. Ord Ma: 
Boulton, John Henry, Hoeven’, Memayrntee, Retired Assistant Paymaster. Ports- 
mouth. Pet Feb Ord May 7 
Brown, James, pndiinn not known. High Court. Pet Feb 19. out —y 4 15 
» George T., Haymarket, Auctioneer, High Court. Pet Aug 22. Ord 


15 
Bens, pou, Cheltenham, of no occupation. Cheltenham. Pet Apr 29. Ord 
y 1 
Foulkes, George rge, Manchester, Foreman of Wire Works. Manchester. Pet May 
14 
Gatter, John William, Torquay, Draper. Exeter. Pet Apr 23. Ord May 
Gate, Sener, Dewsbury, Yorks, Brushmaker. 


yi 
Grweves, Ben — Titter, North Lopham, Norfolk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet May | 


Haigh Lister, Y Bradford, Yorks, Coal Merchant. Bradford. Pet May 14. Ord | 
Hae, b? ames Alexander, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Liverpool. Pet Mar 30. Ord 
14 
g, Timothy, Booting Green, Staffordshire, Grocer. Macclesfield. Pet | 


H 
Ma: in Ord Ma: 
m, Alexan: at Gent Grimsby, Professor of French. Great Grimsby. 
Pet May. 12. Ord = 
Harwood, Robert, Talgarth rd, tees Kensington, Middlesex, Gent High 
Court. Pet March 5. Ord May 1 
Heaton, Mary Frances, Leeds, Widow. Leeds. Pet May 15. Ord May 16 
oseph Hartley, Bradford, Yorkshire, Dealer in Tobacco. Bradford 
‘et May 16. 16. Ord May 
Thomas 1 A Brighton, Iron Merchant. Brighton. Pet April 
a a 
Samuel, Manchester, Boot Dealer. Manchester. Pet May 14. 


Hore 
Hudson, Gong, North Shields, + pcre no occupation. Newcastle-on- 
Tyne. Pet May 12. Ord May 14 
tomes, Joka. Bournemouth, Commission Agent. Poole, Pet April 28. Ord 
ay 1 
, William, Ripon, Yorkshire, Grocer. Northallerton. Pet May 16. Ord 


Mann, James, Harew nr Leeds, Plumber, Leeds, Pet 18. Ord M 
Al Pawnbroker. Halifax. Pet April 20. Ord 3 
Moss, peney. Walsall, Butcher. Walsall. Pet May 18. Sue 


Oxley, William, Ipswich, Draper. Ipswich. Pet May1. Ord M: 
is, Charles Bingham, and haries John Paris, Liverpool, M ate, Liver- 
pool. Pet April 24. Ord May 
Quantrill, Henry Walker, Lichfield, Pork Butcher. Walsall. Pet April 27. 


Ord May 18 


Richens, Henry Slade, Hungerford, Wiltshire, Farm Bailiff. Newbury. Pet 
ae co and Tobias Gainsford, Waterloo pl, Army Agents. High 
Court. Pet Feb 11. Ord 16 

Reser Sere Wo Licensed Victualler. Stourbridge. Pet May 

C2) tym Queen’s rd, Peckham, Draper. High Court. Pet March 
te X=) pr 


Fata, Wala ou of sine Walsall. PetMay13. Ord May 14 
> Staffordshire, Builder. Walsall. Pet ‘April 29. 


x Woodbank, near Chester, Hay Dealer. Chester. Pet May 15. Ord 
Pre Tennc, Bilston, ftafonishize, Draper. Wolverhampton. Pet April 30. 
ade, Phomas, Leominster, Licensed Victualler. Leominster. Pet May 15. 
“eked So peu gad ncapeatgmernse a High Court. 
rgé, Salisbury, Provision Merchant. Salisbury. Pet Mayi2. Ord May 


OPE ae , Dewsbury. Draper. pata 7 Lar ya ged = 
Wallace, : James teas Great St. Helen’ erchant. Pet Aug 


ng May 16 
Waitor John, Dosdente, Deciiagten, Fruiterer. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
Peroni, Pet May 15. Ord May 15 
Watson. Newcastle on Tyne, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 9. 
Whitehead, Robert Hiram, Heywood, Lancashire, Taylor. Bolton. Pet May 13. 
Winfield, Jesse, Brixton-road, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet April 24. 


, Lancashire, Joiner. 


Keal, Lincolnshire, Gattle Dealer. “Koen, Pot a May 


Wrighton, John, hey yor gee. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
rose et Ord Ma: 
bs A Horatio, Salisbury, Wine Merchants’ Agent. Salisbury. Pet April 3. 





The Subscription to the Souicrrors’ Journat #s—Town, 268. ; Country, 
288. ; with the Wrexty Rerorrsr, 52s. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 








Dewsbury. Pet ee’ we Ord | 








am, A Alfred, Chesterfield, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Chesterfield. Pet Feb 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 
The Facult Ee it ** the most nanneen, per- 


EDE AND SQN, 
ROBE RSS MAKERS, | 0. are hold on Mondays, Wetnesiays, Thurstays 


bers neat Pt ~ or invalids and fe) flares, — new 7 so ~ ie y 42 and other 

5 n nv 
s ghly commended by the entire Medical Press. To mn, Posey | Lord hmm by of the thy % 

Being without s , pice, or other admixture, it suits fo, of their sakes, 
all palates keeps on pene all climates, and is four Ss, mes OE, Messe. J. ‘TD. are a. Fy ~* large or small 
times the strength COCOAS THICKENED yot WRAKENED . T8TRRS WAN! sat short Qf required) 
with starch, &o., oe) IN REALITY CHEAPER than such | ROBES FOR QUBEBN'S COUNSEL AND BARR a bh : 


Mixtures, 





SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 





Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful Valuations or Terms on ap- 
Breakfast © ting less than a half Wigs Registrars Clerks Rketan Moms 
Cocoatima ‘ La Vaminen ie the most delicate, esti b lay and ah ite Ares Towa ret » 
cheapest Son Vase. pana ney taken when Messrs, Johnson & bee to 1 
richer chooo! 8 proh CORPORATION waive CLERGY GQWES Sales 

In tine ab 1s Ody Bary b6, Oday ory by ‘Chomists and nots, aa . . a 

Charities on Special Terma bj 4 ‘the Bole Pro ect crate gr decay sasepredt) on cock wr wert 
H, Scuwasrsay & Oo,, 10 ’dam-at,, Strand, London, W, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Attorneys, Solicitors, and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, 
idows, and Families. 


INSTITUTED 1858. 





THE TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT THE 


“STAR AND GARTER” HOTEL, RICHMOND, SURREY, 


On WEDNESDAY, the 10th of JUNE, 1885, at Half-past Six o’clock p,m., precisely. 
JOHN HOLLAMS, Esq., in the Chair. 


Pea week of tc tg who will glad to receive Subscriptions and Donations for announcement at the Festival. 


GEORGE GODFREY, Esa.. Lond Siz PHILIP F. ROSE, Barr., London. 
| @, BURROW GREGORY, Esa., MP, London. CORNELIUS T, SAUNDERS, Eso., Birming- 
CH. HANBURY, Esa., London. 
| WM. LRPER, Fed. FREDE RICK E. SAWYER. Esa., Brighton. 
SAMUEL HA te Le ? W. EDWOOD SHIRLEY, Esq., Doncaster. 
HART. Esa. 1 London. THOMAS SKEWES-COX, Esq., London. 
London. SIDNEY SMITH, Eso., London. 
fs, itso, London. HENRY SOWTON, Eso., London. 

G a London. 0 

FREDK. KENT, Eso., London. : 
— 'M.A., London. | HENRY KIMBER. Feo. London. HARRY SMITH 8 , Esq., London. 
. Humshaugh-on-Tyne. | JOSEPH E. cS KING, Tis Esq., London. ‘ADMAN. Esa., London 

FORD , Esq., London. | WIN London HENRY W. i TRINDER, Esa., London. 
London. NATHANIEL, ?T. ee WH NCE, Esq., London. R. WALL WALL. Esa.. London 
don. a aN , E8Q., London. W. MELMOTH WALTERS » Hsa., London. 
D PEN , Eso. London. OHN WEBB, Esa. 
ARTHUR J. DA , London. TDC cK ‘i. Woolwich. 
T. H. UR J. DAY. Bsa, U , London. ; SLD. Eso., London. 
SOsePH DODDS ODD ia London T PHIL can ee iver, Bo. WINCH, Bsa. Nie 
m-O0-iees. Twic 

ROBERT E ELLETT, Esq., Cirencester. INRY ROSCOE, Ese.. Londo: ROBERT T. WRAGG. Gao nse T London. 
LEWIS FRY, Esa., M.P., Bristol. ANDERSON ROSE, Esq, London. 



























































The o Secretary will be happy to hear from gentlemen who may desire to add their names to the above list of Stewards. 
Early application for Dinner Tickets ba. each), which may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the offices of the Association, will oblige. 


9, Currrorn’s Inx, Lonpon, E.C. JAMES THOMAS SCOTT, Secretary. 








QUEEN INSURANCE COMPANY. 


Chief Offices:—QUEEN INSURANCE BUILDINGS, LIVERPOOL, and 60, GRACECHURCH STREET, LONDON. 
TWENTY-SEVENTH ANNUAL REPORT. 


Report and Accounts for the ae 1884, es poseented to the Shareholders at the Annual Meeting, on THURSDAY, 7th May, 1835, showed, in the FIRE BRANCH, 
‘or 1884, after ded ces, amounted to £565,883, and the losses to £388,926. Inthe LIFE BRANCH, that new policies had been 

ums vane 610 ,002, being the largest new new premium ’ income in the experience of the Oomigany ; that the LIFE FU was increased 

of the premiums received for the year. The balance at Credit of Profit and Loss, amounting to £60,271 8s. 1d., was disposed 
, and 188. 1d. d forward. The FUNDS were shown thereafter to stand as follows: :—Capital Paid-up, 


; Dividend ya 
; Reserves, £345,566 ; Life Accumulation d, £487,024 ; Annuity Fund, £16,816. Total Funds in Hand, £1,114,291. 











THE AUDITORS’ REPORT, DATED 27TH APRIL, 1885, STATED 
‘the vouchers and securities , including the certificates sent home from the American and 


ted Balance Sheets of the Foreign Branch a, Soe we certify that the combined 
of the Nereg ag s ppcsiticn on the 8ist December, 1884, as shown O08, the Books. SON Ole aggregate market value 
the Securities is largely in excess of the cost appearing in the Balance Sheet. HARM BANNER, & SON, Chartered Accountants. 





THe IncoME OF THE COMPANY 18 NOW £690,682. < THE COMPANY HAS PAID IN SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS £5,314,797. 
J. MONCRIEFF WILSON, General Manager. T. WALTON THOMSON, Sub-Manager. J. K. RUMFORD, Secretary in London. 
ACTIVE AND INFLUENTIAL AGENTS WANTED. 





[ae NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. HE OHANOERY LANE SAFE DE- 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. Established 1836, POSIT, 61 and 62, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
oe more than 850 ae AND JAP e. AT wg hae ABROAD. | a was Somes pot Ry men 
£200 ED oorgate-street, 0. . inst., Cc 
The Company’s loans are ~y oe free- aie 3 street, gps: ene now invited (on presentation of card) to inspect 
pl ety The Debenture pd. is limited to INCOME & DS (1883) :-— any of the Safes and Strong Rooms which remain 
Fire Premiuus.. .. soe ~~ ove 520,000 unoccupied, when the Manager will furnish full 


<ottlomn Drmporons. | Lif oo woo ae hey a ea 
e Premiums 186,000 Pe of Saf ve the use of convenient 


J. Bristow, Esq. Sir WriiaM T. Powzr, Interest... a. ele. one 000 The Renters 
W. kK. Guana, = K.C.B. Aecawalates Fand 2 j 890 000 | Writing and Waiting Roometree of charge 
Ta. ghons, Eeq., | —— —- 
Azrgun M. Mrrcmwon,|Sir Evwanp W. Srar-| EURO , 4 : URNISH your HOUSES or APART- 
Esq. FORD, K.C.M.G. PE, EF “JEENTS THROUGHOUT o. 
KO.M.G.,M.L.C., FIRE - The original, and most liberal. 


F y 
f e 
talogues, With full partioware of 
F, MOEDER, 249, and 260, Tottenham-court- 
pond, ane 19, 20, and 21, Morwell-street, W. Estab- 


























